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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
Higher education plays a significant role in the culture of today's 
America. As more young adults with wide ranges of backgrounds, interests 
and abilities become students at institutions of higher learning, the 
responsibilities, environment and purposes of a university continually 
undergo change. A university exists for several purposes. Iowa State 
University's student handbook. The Chart (8, p. 7) states: 
"The fundamental purpose of Iowa State University is to help its 
students acquire the skills, abilities, attitudes and knowledge 
that will prepare them for complete living in a modem, democratic 
society. The university assumes that it is possible and desirable 
through planned educational experiences to develop the vocation, 
personal, and social-civic characteristics and abilities of its 
students. It is toward the realization of this purpose that the 
university provides for its students its several services and 
activities." 
The university environment consists of many facets. Each of these facets 
can and does have an effect upon the students in attendance. 
The university offers an environment providing opportunities for 
growth in intellect as well as character. The environment of the 
university combines academics, living accommodations and activities of a 
cultural, social and recreational nature. The university must be 
concerned with all aspects of a student's life and environment. Each is 
important to the development and education of the total student. 
Each of the various segments making up the total university environ­
ment has an influence on the development of the student. Where and under 
what conditions a student lives play an important role in the total 
environmental structure. The typical student will probably spend larger 
segments of his time in his residential unit than in any other university 
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facility. A student may spend over one hundred hours per week in his 
residence studying, sleeping, eating or socializing and perhaps only 
twenty hours per week in academic pursuits within the classrooms. Living 
arrangements, and the contacts they provide for students, have a 
significant effect on the university atmosphere and the student enrolled. 
Taylor writing in University Quarterly (53, pp. 332-333) stated: 
"Student cultures are not autonomous. The patterns that we 
encounter in a particular university, or within a department, 
college" or other recognizable sub-unit, are the product of many 
influences. The history and traditions of the institution, the 
type of courses it provides and the students for which they cater, 
positions attained by its alumni, the qualifications, standing, 
competence and attitudes of the staff, its physical facilities and 
the pattern of its internal organization all play their part. One 
of the most obviously important factors is the amount of direct 
contact that students have with one another. A coimnuter college 
is much less likely to develop a recognizable culture than one in 
which a high proportion of students are in residence .... 
American studies have indicated that living arrangements can have 
a powerful influence for good or ill, upon students' personal and 
intellectual development." 
Because of the amount of time spent in the residential unit, and because of 
the effect that the living situation can have upon the academic development 
of the student, the university has a legitimate interest in the conditions 
under which a student lives. The environment in which a student lives should 
be such that it contributes to the academic achievement and educational goals 
of the student and to the educational objectives of the university. 
The university must be capable of accommodating itself to a great 
variety of student housing needs. Incorporated into the felt concerns of 
the university must be the utmost freedom for the student to select housing 
that is best suited to his needs. Chambers, speaking at the Association 
of College and University Housing Officers (6, p. 12) related: 
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"Universities must serve the student who lives across the city or 
who commutes from his home in an outlying village or farm 
community, and who will say that he wants nothing but permission 
to drive his car and a place to park it. They must serve the girl 
who is far from home but must live with a private family and do 
housework for her board and room, or the boy who can do yardwork 
for his subsistence. Then there is the young man or woman who 
simply wishes to live alone and prefers a single room in a private 
house." 
The experiences a student encounters where he lives become significant 
contributors to his total education. Since a student's interpersonal 
environment has a great deal to do with what he leams and how well he 
leams it, the university must give consideration to the total environment 
in which learning takes place. Lindahl (21, p. 10) wrote: 
"The opportunity for an institution of higjier education to have a 
significant impact on attitudes, values, and knowledge of a student 
appears to be sharply reduced when the student's exposure to the 
college environment is limited to his formal course work and an 
occasional visit to the library and Student Union. It seems 
reasonable to assume, then, that the living arrangements of a 
college student have a substantial impact on the intensity of his 
exposure to the college community and, consequently, his perception 
of his college environment." 
Non-institutionally owned housing plays an important role in the lives of 
many university students. Rapidly expanding college enrollments have 
created the need for more living units, a need that many colleges have 
been unable or unwilling to fill. Student demands for a diverse selection 
of housing units have also created a market for non-institutionally owned 
housing. If present trends continue, non-institutionally owned housing 
will play an increasingly significant role in the lives of students, 
administrators and the university as a whole. 
Arbuckle (2, pp. 210-211) suggested: 
"Few institutions can house all of their students who do not 
reside with their parents or relatives in institutional housing 
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on the campus. The great majority must resort to the use of 
off-campus housing in private homes or rooming houses." 
Students living in non-institutionally owned housing present a special 
challenge to university administrators. All too frequently, too little 
energy and creativity and too few resources are expended on the off-campus 
student, and he is left to fend for himself. Off-canqjTis housing affects 
the student, the institution and the local community. As such, it is 
important, and the university should have some basic obligations concerning 
the students residing there. Gross (15, p. 381), reporting on students 
working in private homes for their room and board, stated: 
"Assisting the student to establish a feeling of belonging to the 
college community is a complex and difficult problem. The need 
for this belonging is great .... The development by these 
students of effective relationships in the college community 
and with their householders is paramount. It determines the degree 
to which they may realize the promise of opportunity conferred by 
their admission to college in the first place." 
Williamson (59, pp. 42-43) contributed the following: 
"We believe that the type of residence in which the student lives 
as well as the distance a student lives from the campus is 
positively correlated with the intensity of his feeling of belonging 
to the university and the kind and extent of his participation in 
university life. This hypothesis leads us to generalize that the 
forgotten student, in the extracurriculum of college life, is the 
rooming-house student. Our studies have shown that there is a 
concentration of well-adjusted leaders in fraternities and 
sororities and to a lesser extent in the dormitories, but many of 
the fine students who live in rooming-houses are overlooked when 
leaders and comnittee workers are mustered for extracurricular 
leadership responsibilities. Only the most extroverted rooming-
house students overcome the social barriers and become active 
participants in campus life." 
A consideration of the preceding suggests the importance of study and 
research of the college environment and in particular of the off-campus 
student and his environment. The factors having an effect on the student 
living in non-institutionally owned housing also have an impact on the 
overall educational environment of the university. It is important to 
remember that education is an on-going process and can well be affected 
by its setting. Stauffer (51, pp. 85, 87) related; 
"It is well to consider that we do not educate only when we wish 
to educate. Education is a continuous process and may be negative 
or positive depending on the exançle set and the environment 
in which the experience occurs .... Our basic objective 
in the off-campus housing program has been to insure that student 
housing, if at all possible, should make a positive contribution 
to the student's stay at the university." 
Need 
If programming is to be organized and developed which will meet the 
needs of the Iowa State University student body, basic information must 
be collected. The student living off campus in an apartment, a rooming 
house or with his parents has special problems and needs. For the 
university to act intelligently in relating to this group of students it 
is necessary to accumulate various basic information. 
The need for more research in the area of the off-campus student has 
been recognized by several sources but little research has resulted. 
McCullough (31, p. 356) stated in an annual report of the Off-Cançus 
Housing Committee to the officers and members of the Association of 
College and University Housing Officers at their annual convention in 1963 
"There is a very limited amount of published material in the 
field of off-campus housing." 
Taylor (53, p. 331) noted: 
"There is still too little known about the way students live while 
they are at the university, the styles of life that they adopt and 
the manner in which these interact with the academic and intellectual 
purposes of their teachers." 
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Dollar (11, p. 147) reported: 
"The author's 1963 Literature Review revealed little data on 
traits of students in different types of housing." 
Lindahl (21, pp. 10-11) suggested: 
"Despite its significant and expanding role in higher education, 
the commuter campus has been the object of little attention. It 
appears that these campuses are administered with little 
distinction from their resident counterparts, but little effort 
has been made to support this policy factually. In 1955, only 
one reference to the college commuter could be located. An 
exhaustive search of the literature (in 1967) revealed only two 
studies of differences between resident and commuter students 
concerned with criteria other than academic success." 
To program for the needs of the student living off the campus, it is 
necessary to accumulate information on the student, his peer relationships 
and his environment. Intelligent planning must be based on facts ; facts 
that are not presently available. The perceptions students living off 
campus hold of their college environment should be of interest to those 
responsible for all phases of student life. The evaluation and study of 
the off-campus student and his environment can provide data to be used as 
the basis for administrative decisions affecting the whole university. 
The segment of the student population residing in other than 
institutionally owned housing can have a vital effect on the entire 
university community. Without facts provided by research, policy decisions 
are made on the basis of conjecture, assun^tions and guess work. Lindahl 
(21, p. 15), writing about the importance of study of the college 
environment, stated: 
"Comprehensive and reliable information should enable college 
administrators to better understand their institutional environ­
ment and plan more effectively for the most desirable college 
environment." 
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Universities cannot continue to ignore this segment of the student 
population. The impact of higher education on the off-cançus student, as 
well as the off-campus student's impact on higher education, is too 
important to be left to conjecture. Information concerning a student's 
living arrangements and environment are important for a complete under­
standing of that student. Purposeful research can reveal information 
about the nature of a group. Research of groups can supply discerning 
information about individuals making up a group. Williamson (58, p. 244) 
indicated: 
"Some knowledge of the social context of the group, its atmosphere 
and group dynamics, is necessary in order to view the behavior 
of the individual intelligently." 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the study was to contribute to a better understanding 
of the off-campus student at Iowa State University. Unaffiliated, single 
male undergraduates living off campus were selected for study. 
A knowledge of the characteristics of the off-campus student, his 
attitudes and the conditions under which he lives are inqwrtant in 
promoting a better understanding of how the off-can^us student contributes 
to the total educational environment. If purposeful programming is to be 
performed within die university on behalf of the off-campus student, it is 
necessary to have information on which to base administrative decisions. 
The study provides data to supply information concerning the off-
campus student as he relates to the university community. The data that 
were gathered were used to describe the off-campus student, his environ­
ment, his attitudes and perceptions, his activities (social. 
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recreational and academic) and his peer group relationships. 
It was intended that the findings of the survey be used to promote 
a better understanding of the academic, social and personal life of the 
off-campus student at Iowa State University. 
The Problem 
The study was concerned with the problem of determining selected 
characteristics of the unaffiliated, single male undergraduate student 
living off campus at Iowa State University through an investigation of his 
environment, his attitudes and perceptions, his activities (social, 
recreational and academic) and his peer group relationships. The basic 
assumptions of the study were: 
1. A student's residence and his associates while at college have 
a significant effect upon that student's educational experience. 
2. Off-can^us students make up a substantial segment of the student 
population and play a significant role in the total educational 
environment of the university. 
3. Research findings concerning the off-campus student will provide 
information leading to a better understanding of his role in the 
university community and benefit both the student and the 
university. 
The specific objectives were: 
1. To determine the pattern of movement between the various residence 
units over time as experienced by students living off campus. 
2. To describe the accommodations in which students live, the 
environmental conditions under which they live and their 
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location within Ames. 
3. To determine various educational costs and methods of financing 
an education as described by the off-campus student. 
4. To determine patterns of peer-group, social and educational 
acquaintances as described by the off-campus student. 
5. To determine the various activities (leisure, social, 
recreational and educational) participated in by the off-campus 
student and to determine how he makes use of his time. 
6. To determine the off-campus student's interest in and attitude 
toward an off-campus center and the Ward System. 
7. To describe and compare off-campus students divided into various 
groupings (member or non-member of the Ward System, academic 
achievement, year in school, academic college, previous pattern 
of residence among various living units) according to their 
environment, attitudes and perceptions, activities (social, 
recreational and academic) and peer group relationships. 
8. To determine and compare: reasons students give for living 
off campus, student satisfaction with Iowa State University and 
suggestions students give for improvement of Iowa State 
University. 
9. To determine off-campus students' perceptions of those students 
living off campus. 
The following null hypotheses were tested in this study: 
1. No differences existed between the type of structures off-campus 
students lived in and the year the off-campus students were in 
College. 
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2. No differences existed between the number of mailing addresses 
students had had at Iowa State during the school year and the type 
of structure lived in. 
3. No differences existed between the overall condition of the 
premises in which students lived and the year they were in 
college. 
4. No differences existed between the overall conditions of the 
premises in which off-campus students lived and the type of 
structure lived in. 
5. No differences existed between the overall conditions of the 
premises in which the students lived and their opinions of the 
need for the university to inspect and approve student housing. 
6. No differences existed between the locations of the place of 
residence of off-campus students in Ames and the class off-
campus students were in at the university. 
7. No differences existed between the overall condition of the 
premises in which students lived and the location of the 
premises in Ames. 
8. No differences existed between off-campus students' connections 
with the Ward System and the year they were enrolled in college. 
9. No differences existed between the off-can^us students' connec­
tions with the Ward System and the off-campus students' opinions 
of the Ward System as a representative voice of the off-caucus 
students. 
10. No differences existed between students' connections with the 
Ward System and their felt need for an off-campus center. 
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11. No «differences existed between students' connections with the 
Ward System and students' opinions of the adequateness of 
social events available to the off-campus students. 
12. No differences existed between off-campus students' overall 
satisfaction with Iowa State University and their connections 
with the Ward System. 
Limitations of the Study 
The study was limited to the unaffiliated, single male undergraduate 
students at Iowa State University. Those students studied were enrolled 
at Iowa State University during spring quarter, 1967. 
The study described and compared off-campus students divided into 
selected groupings (member or non-member of the Ward System, academic 
achievement, year in school, academic college, previous pattern of 
residence among the various living units) according to their environment, 
attitudes and perceptions, activities (social, recreational and academic) 
and peer group relationships. 
Definition of Terms 
The following definitions are listed in order to clarify the various 
terms used in the study. 
1. Unaffiliated: Not a member of a Greek social fraternity, the 
North Men's Residence Association or the Tower's Residence 
Association. 
2. Undergraduate; Academically classified as a freshman, sophomore, 
junior or senior in a college of the university. 
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3. Off campus: The student lives in other than university-owned 
housing or a Greek social fraternity and has an Ames post 
office address. 
4. Commuter: A student having other than an Ames post office 
address. 
5. Ward System: The Ward System is an organization of men and 
women living off campus and not affiliated with the residence 
halls, fraternities or sororities. Its purpose is to serve the 
interests of off-campus students and to offer them an opportunity 
to participate in social activities, intramural sports and various 
campus activities. Its representatives serve on the Government 
of the Student Body. Ward membership fees are $5 per year. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
History of Off-Campus Housing 
Students have lived off campus in rooms, apartments and private homes 
as long as there have been universities. Students attending the earliest 
established universities generally found housing in private homes within 
the city where the university was located. In the past, as in the present, 
students came to the university from great distances; thus, the necessity 
of finding dwelling units near the university. Williamson (59, pp. 29, 30) 
suggested : 
"We wish to emphasize the fact that the non-dormitory type of 
student housing has had as long and as "honorable" a history as has 
the dormitory type. The historical records of Paris, Salerno, 
Bologna, Padua, and other early universities are full of the 
details of living arrangements in private homes. The fact that 
these same records are often replete with unsavory details of 
violent quarrels with landlords concerning matters of excessive 
rent, women and drinking does not wipe out other reports of 
happy and civilized relationships." 
Dormitory type housing traces its history back to the monastery and 
cathedral schools and the influence they had upon universities such as 
Oxford. Dormitory-type housing was popular in England. On the Continent, 
especially in Germany which was an acknowledged leader in education, 
student housing was not considered to be a concern of the university, and 
students were expected to find their own living arrangements. Both 
traditions of housing students, as exemplified by the universities of 
England and of the Continent, had an influence upon student housing at 
colleges within the United States. Lins (22, p. 137) discusses these 
traditional influences on higher education in the United States: 
"The idea of residential-instructional units came to America from 
England but did not remain as a functional pattern for long, for later. 
Continental colleges . . . disclaimed responsibility for student 
housing and for any function outside the actual business of class­
room and laboratory teaching. This attitude grew out of two things: 
influence of the Reformation — any idea of pulling people together 
and having them live together in a unit was in disfavor — finally, 
there was also influence of the Encyclopedists who believed that the 
sole function of educational institutions was to teach in the narrow 
academic sense. 
By the 19th Century - . . we had reached the low point in housing as 
a function of universities and colleges. But there was a revival 
of interest in student housing, which may be marked by the beginning 
of the University of Chicago, and 57.37» of the total cubature built 
in the early history of that University was devoted to dormitories." 
Henry Philip Tappan, president of the University of Michigan in 
1852, is acknowledged as a leader in the movement of opposition to the use 
of university-owned facilities to house students for other than academic 
purposes. Weaver (55, p. 14) writes: 
"Almost immediately President Tappan, an admirer of the Prussian 
University system which he had observed on a tour of the Continent, 
declared that he was opposed to such an extravagant use of 
university-owned facilities which in his — and the Prussian — 
view should be devoted altogether to academic purposes. By 1861 his 
antipathy toward housing students had found its way into the 
university catalog which stated: 
'There are no dormitories (sic) and no commons connected with 
the university. Students obtain board and lodging with private 
families at prices varying from $2 to $3-50 per week.'" 
Williamson (59, p. 30) states the following concerning Tappan: 
"In the middle period of the 19th Century state universities 
emerged as strong institutions, and they were early influenced, 
with respect to student housing, by the German point of view. 
For example, German-trained Tappan of Michigan abandoned dormitory 
plans and thus set the pattern for a half-century .... No 
state university which opened its doors during the nineteenth century 
included dormitories in its facilities." 
President Tappan was influenced by his exposure to the educational 
system on the Continent. In Europe private lodging provided for the needs 
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of the students. The university's conception of a proper attitude toward 
its students was a frank unconcern for their lives outside of the class­
room and laboratory. Chambers (6, pp. 9, 10) concurs: 
"Consider, for example, the view, common among universities on the 
continent of Europe and in many other parts of the world, at least 
until recently, that the housing of students is no concern of the 
university. Students are presumed to be adults, fully capable of 
managing their own private affairs, including what kind of private 
living quarters they will find on their own initiative by contracting 
with private landlords. What hours they shall observe, what their 
social and recreational activities shall be, are entirely determined 
by their own choices and resources, with no thought of intervention by 
university authorities .... About a century ago, and even later, 
some of our own leading educators looked with a very jaundiced eye 
upon institutionalized dormitory living for college students. One 
president of an Eastern college has been quoted as speaking of 
residents of a men's dormitory as "foul birds in an unclean nest"." 
Thus, the trend in the last half of the nineteenth century was away 
from the dormitory-type housing toward a system where students found their 
own housing in the community surrounding the university. University 
monies were spent on buildings having an academic purpose. Those 
dormitories already in existence at many universities were converted into 
classrooms. 
Early in the twentieth century, many universities began to provide 
university-owned housing for their students. Several factors contributed 
to the change in policy from that of not being concerned with where 
students lived to that of providing living accommodations for students. 
Williamson (59, p. 31) describes one of these factors: 
"An important factor was the development of an American college 
tradition with its emphasis on 'college life' and extra-curricular 
activities. The dormitories of small colleges have been utilized 
~ in the stimulation of this atmosphere, but only in a restricted sense 
has there been a parallel development in state universities. Rather, 
fraternities and sororities have carried the major burden of 
developing 'college life' in state universities." 
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He lists a second factor as follows (59, p. 31): 
"An important outgrowth of this reversal was the attempt to 
personalize the collegiate way of life by systematic and 
professionally oriented counseling operating within dormitories." 
McCullough (26, p. 272) provides another factor for the policy 
reversal at most universities. 
"The earliest university building was the women's residence hall. 
This was partially a reflection of the culture that somehow women 
couldn't be on the town and that we needed special facilities for 
women." 
A fourth factor would be that of raising the hygenic and safety 
conditions under which students lived. Williamson (57, p. 393) notes: 
"Surveys at the turn of the century and even those following the 
First World War uncovered deplorable, unsanitary conditions in 
which students were forced to live in rooming houses adjacent to 
campuses." 
Williamson (59, p. 36) also writes: 
"The concern with the sanitary conditions of residences was 
probably the most dominant of the modem influences upon student 
housing because it could be dramatized and because of our expanded 
war-derived consciousness of unsanitary conditions." 
A fifth factor having an impact upon the decision to provide 
university-owned housing for students was the discovery that dormitories 
could be made to pay for themselves and to accumulate reserves for future 
expansion through income from rentals and the operation of dining halls. 
Williamson (59, p. 36) reports: 
"Enterprising college business managers found ways of financing the 
dreams of administrators and faculty members .... Self-
liquidating bonds become the order of the day for public institutions 
which did not have access to philanthropic sources or to 
appropriations for housing." 
The need was shown and the concern of university leaders became 
apparent. When it became financially feasible to build university-owned 
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housing facilities without the necessity of using money needed to build 
academic classrooms, the trend toward the establishment of resident 
dormitories became apparent. Because of these and other factors 
university leaders began to draw plans for replacing private rooming 
houses with university-owned dormitories. Once university leaders became 
convinced of some of the benefits of university-owned housing, dormitories 
were built at an ever-accelerating rate. Student enrollments increased 
throughout the twentieth century, and the construction of university-owned 
residences increased accordingly. 
The student living off campus in private accommodations received less 
attention than those students residing in university-owned facilities. 
The university likewise paid little attention to the accommodations in 
which the off-campus student resided. The off-campus student and the 
problems he encompasses have, for the most part, been ignored by most 
university leaders. His presence is recognized; but time, resources and 
staff are committed to other segments of the university community. The 
off-campus student and his problems are often relegated to a position far 
down the list of university concerns. The following is reported by 
McCullough and Yokie (28, p. 285): 
"Due to restricted budgets, lack of staff, primary concern directed 
to on-campus facilities in which the university or college has a 
financial 'stake' and because of a psychological resistance toward 
solving the matter of off-campus housing and its proper administra­
tion, little has been done to make off-campus housing a part of 
the total administrative concern of a given college or university. 
Historically, any contact with off-campus students or facilities 
has been spasmodic, has lost continuity and completeness, and has 
been generally viewed as a separate area of concern." 
Some educators have registered their concern with the problem of 
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off-campus housing, but students, in many cases, still continue to live 
in unsanitary, unsafe, sub-standard housing. Little continuity is found 
among colleges in the way they work with the problems and concerns of off-
campus housing. Authorities addressing themselves to the problem register 
varying amounts of concern. Stauffer (51, p. 84) shows a rather 
pessimistic attitude about what is currently being done in the area: 
"Those student housing programs which are presently in existence have 
demonstrated, without doubt, that large proportions of students 
living off-campus are living in illegal, unsafe housing which is 
often poorly suited for their purposes. It is unfortunate, but 
true, that home owners will, without qualm, rent space to students 
that they would not consider liveable for any other "type" person or 
for members of their own family. The usual explanation is, 'He is 
only a student'. 
Perhaps a few words of explanation are in order as to why so many 
unsafe, illegal housing units still exist today. During the years 
of World War II, virtually no housing was constructed. As a result 
of housing pressures in most cities and towns, a pattern of over­
crowding, conversion to multiple dwellings, and illegal, non-con­
forming occupancy emerged which has existed until the present day. 
After the war, when housing construction began again, the population 
increased so rapidly that in most areas, until the last few years, 
the population expansion still outstripped the available housing and 
rental pressures continued to exist. The work load of most city 
agencies concerned with housing control, including building, zoning, 
fire, and health departments has not permitted the attention that 
should be given to existing housing." 
Williamson (57, p. 393) gives a somewhat more optimistic 
description of the situation: 
"Deans of women throughout the 20th century have worked diligently 
to require higher standards of living in off-campus facilities. 
And it is in large part as a result of their leadership in 
cooperation with directors of student health services that the 
sanitary experiences of medical men and women during the First World 
War were transplanted to the campus to deal with the expanding 
housing facilities required for increased enrollments. These 
increased enrollments were so large and rapid that not enough 
dormitories could be built to accommodate new students and 
inevitably they were dispersed into sub-standard housing facilities. 
Gradually, the control of housing conditions was extended from 
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facilities for women to those for men also, and today nearly all 
universities and colleges maintain inspection services through which 
they control the standards of safety and hygiene of off-campus 
facilities. The hazards to students of disease and fire are so great 
and the risk of public censure of the university so marked that 
maintenance of minimum standards is universally required. Such 
maintenance is all to the good, but unfortunately it centers major 
attention upon the shelter and food aspects of residences and while 
these are requisities for education, nevertheless, they are not the 
heart of the educational program." 
Off-campus accommodations fit many descriptions. Private homes, 
rooms, apartments and trailers make up the main categories. These cate­
gories could be separated into living accommodations of many and varied 
descriptions. A student room might be foimd in a private home or in a 
large rooming house. The room might consist of sleeping quarters, study 
accommodations and a bath, or just sleeping quarters. The room might 
accommodate one person or as many as four or five. An apartment would 
generally have cooking facilities; but those might be contained in one 
room, an efficiency apartment; or it might have a bedroom, a bathroom, a 
kitchen and a living room. It might be Spartan in nature and inexpensive, 
or quite lavish and cost $300 a month. An apartment might house one person, 
a couple or several people. It might be incorporated into a small house, 
a dwelling with several apartment units or a rambling complex of many 
apartments. Siebold (48, p. 146) traces the trend in off-campus dwelling 
units : 
"The converted residence which has been a private home has probably 
been the first of the traditional kind of residence that has been 
used by students and, that kind of converted residence has been 
converted two ways: The first way was probably converted into a 
rooming house. Maybe they served meals and maybe they didn't. Then, 
the next possible conversion which came and increased heavily after 
the War was into some small apartments ... chopping the building 
literally up ... in most cases quite illegally, but doing it, 
1. To make money, and 2. To provide housing for the married students 
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were coming back. 
Then the next conversion was, I still call it conversion, a small 
apartment building which was built not necessarily for students, but 
just for regular commercial market and since then converted because 
students live in it. 
Then, the other trend which is coming more and more with us . . . 
that of the unit built specifically for students and students only — 
namely the large commercial development by private developers; and this 
goes on at least two ways: One, which is a room and board situation, 
and the other one, which is an apartment-type or suite-type operation 
and is not a conversion." 
Construction of dormitories progressed at a rapid rate following 
World War I, slackened somewhat during the pre-war years, and the years of 
World War II, and increased again after World War II. The construction 
rate of dormitories in the 1950's and I960's went on at an ever increasing 
rate. For a period of time it seemed to be the trend to build enough 
dormitory rooms to house all students attending a university. If the number 
of students attending college had remained stable, the increased housing 
would have no doubt caught up with the number of students to be housed. 
That was not the case. The flood of veterans entering college following 
the Second World War created an instant demand for housing — housing that 
could only be furnished by resorting to dwellings within the community 
surrounding the university. 
The number of students seeking an education increased on a 
continuing spiral through the 1950's and 1960's. The numbers far out­
stripped the ability of universities to create housing. Students living 
in accommodations off campus continue to flourish on most university 
campuses. Universities housing all students in university-owned residence 
halls are rare on the American university scene. There is little question 
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that off-campus housing will continue to play a significant role in the 
housing of university students at most universities. Most university 
leaders realize this, and few feel the great impetus to create structures 
capable of housing every student. 
The movement toward building mass housing for the student multitudes 
currently seems to be checked, a counter-trend seems to be in the offing. 
The counter-trend acknowledges that many students desire to live in other 
than university-owned residence halls and dormitories. Recognition of this 
need has been made by the private developer who has constructed apartments 
to fill this demand. Williamson (59, p. 37) acknowledges: 
"Someday rooming houses will no longer be needed — that seemed 
and still seems to be the unconscious motivation of college planners. 
We believe that the plan of self-liquidating institutional growth 
was adequate for a small enrollment and for a slow rate of growth. 
But when the veteran's bulge came in 1944 and 1945, it was necessary 
for the Federal government to accelerate the growth in student 
housing, especially housing for married veterans." 
McCullough (26, p. 372) adds: 
"I think too often those of us in university housing have a feeling 
that this is temporary, that somehow we are going to reach the day 
when all students will be housed in university facilities. This just 
isn't so. Students always have been housed by communities, and I 
expect in these years ahead of rapid growth, they will continue 
to be housed in communities. So, as we talk and discuss here this 
morning, I think we must do it from the premise that there will be 
off-campus housing. We need to look carefully at the private 
operators who are concerned with furnishing housing to our students." 
Currently there exists a need for coordination of the on-campus and 
off-campus housing programs. The coordination could incorporate the off-
campus housing program with that of the on-campus residential program 
either directly within the on-campus organizational scheme or as a 
coordinate and related part of the student personnel program. 
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On some university campuses there currently appears to be the 
beginning of a trend to establish off-campus housing as a part of the 
total housing program and organization. McCullough and Yokie 
(28, pp. 285, 286) note the following: 
"(1) There is an increasing recognition upon many of the larger 
college and university campuses that the off-campus housing 
staff should be a party of the general college or university 
organizational structure. 
(2) Within the past few years a significant increase in the 
number of staff members who are assigned to the off-campus 
function on a full-time basis has been observed. 
(3) The establishment of specific budgets for off-campus 
housing administration and the increase in size of existing 
housing administration budgets to facilitate the implementa­
tion of off-campus housing programs is also occurring." 
Physical Conditions of Off-Campus Housing 
The physical conditions of off-campus undergraduate accommodations 
range from sub-standard, overcrowded, dark, unsanitary rooms to modem, 
comfortable, even lavish apartments. The price charged and the condi­
tions under which undergraduates live are often based on supply and 
demand. As enrollments surge upward, housing often cannot be built fast 
enough to meet the demand. In such cases students living off campus are 
forced to live under conditions they would not normally choose if more 
desirable housing were available. 
Currently private developers are constructing modem apartments on 
many college campuses, and many college students are choosing to live in 
them. Unfortunately, not all students can afford to pay the rent 
demanded or for other reasons find them inconvenient. Also, the fact that 
an apartment is new is no guarantee that it is conducive to learning. 
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Several studies discuss the conditions of off-campus housing. Williamson 
and Sarbin (62, p. 37) observed that students living in rooming houses 
were least satisfied with their housing conditions: 
"It is difficult to control the social standards and practices, 
and there is a lack of opportunity for suitable relations with the 
rest of the student body. Surroundings, from a mental hygiene and 
educational point of view, are unhealthly because of unfavorable 
sanitary conditions, bad lighting, overcrowding, fire hazards, and 
poor environment resulting from house owner's family problems 
conflicting with interests of students." 
Williamson, Huebner, and Johnson list several conditions having an 
effect upon off-campus housing. They include the preference of students 
for quarters near the university, the progressive decrease in the number 
of satisfactory housing units in the university area and the increasing 
number of students attending the university (60, pp. 218, 219): 
"Experience has shown that students will accept great discomfort 
and many hazards to safety and health in order to live near the 
university. Probably for the sake of saving time and transportation 
costs, and, one hopes, in order to achieve a greater sense of 
belonging to the campus community as well .... For it is 
evident that if location were unimportant, few students would choose 
uncomfortable or unsafe quarters in preference to more adequate ones 
at the same rent. But a problem inevitably arises when an ever­
growing student population attempts to jam itself into the same 
limited, deteriorating area which, years before, barely housed a 
much smaller number. 
Recent increases in student enrollment, too, have contributed to the 
decrease in available housing near the university, while creating 
at the same time greater demands for living quarters. With larger 
numbers of students registered, the university has needed buildings 
and parking lots in areas where formerly roominghouses and apartment 
buildings stood. 
The profitable ratio between supply and demand in this area creates 
a further problem in the prevalence of absentee landlords, whose 
concern over the moral and physical welfare of their tenants is 
minimal. And lack of personal and financial motives on the part of 
some landlords for keeping buildings in good repair speeds the 
process of deterioration and thus increases the discrepancy between 
numbers of available facilities and the number of students 
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to be housed." 
Percentage of Students Living Off Campus 
Students living in other than university-owned housing are found on 
most university campuses. Their number and percentage of the total popula­
tion vary from institution to institution. Factors seemingly having an 
influence upon the percentage of students living off campus include size 
of institution, type of institution (public, private, technical, pro­
fessional or junior college) and geographical location of the institution. 
At Iowa State University it was estimated by Dr. J. C. Schilletter, 
Director of Residence, that approximately 35-40 percent of the students 
lived off campus in other than university-owned housing or fraternities 
and sororities during the school year 1966-67. 
Three studies were found listing the number of students living off 
campus at universities within the United States. Williamson (59, p. 33) 
listed a few statistics revealing the magnitude of students living off 
campus as revealed by various studies taken in the first half of the 
twentieth century: 
"In a survey of land-grant colleges and universities in 1928, 
Klein found that only 15.9% of a total of 136,657 students lived 
in dormitories. A 1938 study repor^d in the magazine School Life 
estimated that 30% of all students £n the United States were 
living in dormitories, but it is to be expected that the current 
decade with its years of great enrollments has again decreased the 
percentage, even though the absolute number has increased. A 1948 
survey conducted by College and University Business revealed that 
28.3% of the 2,400,000 students enrolled in 1,751 universities 
were housed in university-owned facilities." 
Williamson listed a table which contained student housing statistics 
of ten midwestem state institutions in 1944 and 1950. The table is 
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"TABLE 1 
STUDENT HOUSING AT TEN MIDWESTERN STATE INSTITUTIONS, 1944 AND 1950 
State 
University 
Percentage of Students In 
Cooperatives, Temporary 
Facilities, Dormitories 
Percentage of Students In 
Rooming Houses and Private 
Homes 
Excluding Employers* Homes 
1944 Survey 1950 Survey 1944 Survey 1950 Survey 
Illinois 9.86% 26.13% 48.72% 30.23% 
Minnesota 10.28 10.96 20.71 19.29 
Wisconsin 17.43 25.78 38.77 40.10 
Ohio State 17.30 16.59 40.32 41.59 
Iowa 30.46 45.6 53.52 40.79 
Purdue 28.36 31.68 40.09 27.96 
Michigan 27.81 39.24 27.49 39.77 
Indiana 18.12 52.23 35.84 25.10 
Michigan State 31.43 49.59 35.71 21.14 
Iowa State 25.38 26.32 41.50 33.23" 
Rork and D'Amico presented data obtained through a U.S. Office of 
Education study on the number and percentage of colleges and universities 
that provided some residential accommodations for students. They 
presented data on residential facilities provided for single men and 
women students by institutional type, enrollment size, control and 
regional location. An analysis of the data provides an indication of the 
number and percentage of institutions without residential facilities for 
students (41, pp. 57, 59): 
26 
"At the time Part 2 of the Facilities Survey was conducted, 
reporting public institutions were housing 33.3 percent of 
their students and those privately controlled were housing 
42.3 percent of theirs . . . according to sex, 31.9 percent 
of the male and 46.6 per cent of the female students were 
accommodated in college and university residences . . . 
of the 1,323 responding institutions, 66.0 percent provided 
residential facilities for men and 71.4 percent for women . . . 
size is a key factor in the provision of residential 
facilities for students ... of the 221 institutions with 
enrollments below 200 students, 52.9 percent had residences 
for men and 62.0 percent had residences for women. Of the 
1,025 institutions with enrollments between 200 - 4,999, 
however, the percentage of those having residences for men was 
67.0 and for women, 72.6 percent. Of the 77 institutions 
with enrollments of 5,000 and over, 90.9 percent had 
residences for men and 83.1 percent had residences for women. 
By control, public institutions provided residential 
facilities for men and women in approximately equal 
proportions (67.4 versus 66.7 percent). On the other hand, 
private institutions provided residential facilities for 
women more frequently than for men (73.9 versus 65.2 percent)." 
Bokelman and D'Amico conducted a study during the school year 1961-62 
for the U.S. Office of Education. This survey studied the proportion of 
male and female students colleges and universities housed during 1961-62 
and the differences that existed between the proportion of male and 
female students housed by the various types of institutions. Also studied 
were the differences existing between the proportion of male and female 
students housed in the four regions of the country. A further considera­
tion of the study was the extent to which private and public institutions 
differed in the proportion of male and female students housed. The study 
found 40 percent of the institutions surveyed did not provide any 
residences for students (4, pp. 171, 172): 
"Of the 1,964 institutions surveyed 1,486 or 76 percent, 
responded. Of those that responded approximately 60 percent 
reported data on men and women housed in institutional 
facilities. The assumption is made that the 40 per cent of 
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the respondents which did not report residential facilities data 
did not have any residences for students. For public institutions 
responding, the distribution of those reporting residential data 
was: universities — 88 per cent; liberal arts — 70 per cent; 
teachers colleges — 83 per cent; technological schools — 50 
per cent; other professional schools — none; and junior colleges — 
20 per cent. For private institutions the distribution was: 
universities — 90 per cent; liberal arts colleges — 80 per cent; 
teachers colleges — 55 per cent; technological schools — 26 
per cent; theological schools — 33 per cent; other professional 
schools — 5 per cent; and junior colleges — 50 percent . . . 
of the 280 reporting public institutions which housed men students 
in 1961-62, 90 housed less than one-quarter of their men (32 per 
cent), 98 housed from one-quarter to one-half of their men (35 
per cent), 57 housed from one-half to three-fourths of their men 
(20 per cent), and 35 housed over three-fourths of their men (13 
per cent). By comparison, of the 286 reporting public institu­
tions which provided housing for women in 1961-62, 37 housed less 
than one-quarter of their women (12 per cent) 95 housed from one-
quarter to one-half of their women (33 per cent), 90 housed from 
one-half to three-fourths of their women (31 per cent), and 64 
housed over three fourths of their women (23 per cent)." 
Description of Students Living Off Campus 
Only three studies were found that dealt solely with the off-
campus student. One of these was a study by Mueller in which she 
categorized the off-campus student and listed reasons students gave 
for selecting off-campus residences. Mueller listed five general types 
. of students who live off campus (33, pp. 195, 196): 
"(1) Graduate students and other older undergraduate students 
who feel that group living is irksome . ... 
(2_)_ S.tudents on limited budgets who often wish to avoid 
residence hall life . ... 
(3) Self-supporting students who have working hours which 
make it impossible for them to live in residence halls 
or even on or near the canqjus itself . ... 
(4) Students with unusual curricular requirements who cannot 
accommodate themselves to hall routines . ... 
(5) Students who wish to avoid the restrictions and supervisions 
of college housing." 
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Prusok gathered information by the use of a questionnaire sent to 
all single, freshmen men and all single, undergraduate women living in 
off-campus housing in the fall of 1959 at the State University of Iowa. 
His study covered many areas of concern to the off-campus student. 
Prusok's study attempted to define some of the characteristics of off-
campus residence students at the State University of Iowa as a means of 
determining the impact of student personnel services upon that segment of 
the student population. A composite picture of the students read as 
follows (39, pp. 7, 8): 
"The off-campus resident students at the State University of 
Iowa are of an average age of 20. They attended high schools 
of an average size of 600 students. As high school students 
they participated in a number of extracurricular activities, 
sports being at the head of the list for men. and clubs and -
music for women. These high school activities do not seem to 
have any large degree of carry over to the college scene. 
The male student more often lives in a single room than other 
types while the female more typically resides in a double room 
either by design or necessity. Both typically reside in 
facilities that rent to four or more students. The vacancy 
listing service at the Off-campus Housing Office is used from 
1/3 to 2/5 of the time in locating rooms. Student friends are 
the next largest source for possibilities, apparently, one 
student referring another to the better approved housing 
facilities. 
Primary reasons for the selection of off-campus residences are 
finances and a desire for independence. Dormitory housing was 
rejected primarily for financial reasons although presumed 
poor study conditions were a close second. The male student 
pays an average rental per month of $26.88 and spends an 
average of $9.54 per week for food . ... 
In approximately 50 percent of the cases the students were 
working an average of 17 hours per week . ... 
Both men and women find their living situations quite 
satisfactory and their householders friendly and helpful . ... 
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Sixty-three percent of the men and 51 percent of the women had 
problems in six specific areas. The most frequent were course 
work, academic major and finances. 
For women the most frequent problems were academic major, 
personal and course work. Sixty-nine percent of the men with 
problems found assistance most frequently from other students, 
instructors and faculty advisers . ... 
Some 10 percent of women and 20 percent of men had no 
recreational or social activities for reasons of employment 
commitments and course requirements. The remaining students 
had a variety of activities in which they engaged in free time. 
Most of these activities are characterized by an anonymous 
quality: the student does not have to "belong" to a group to 
participate . ... 
Both men and women indicate a degree of interest in a coed 
social organization for off-campus organizations and few who 
are not in activities expect to join any. 
A great majority of off-campus students have a favorable 
impression of the University and appear satisfied with their 
experience." 
Neal conducted a study of single, undergraduate women living off 
campus at the University of Florida. She found that the off-campus 
housing office was being used extensively for the purpose of helping coeds 
find housing. Also used greatly were friends and in descending order 
of use: newspaper ads, rental agents and "For Rent" signs. Neal found 
that the reasons given most often for preferring a particular apartment 
concerned cooking facilities and space. Seventy-two percent of the 
women studied lived in apartments while 28 percent lived in rooms. Fifty-
seven percent of the girls shared their apartments with one or two room­
mates while 23 percent shared with three or more roommates. Only 10 
percent were renting an apartment by themselves. Eighty-four percent of 
the respondents rated their accommodations as excellent or good. 
Approximately half of the respondents felt that living off-campus had a 
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favorable effect on their academic records, primarily of quiet study 
conditions. It was found that 45 percent of the group studied reported 
non-membership in any campus organization. Very little interest was shown 
by the group in extracurricular activities. 
Neal's questionnaire asked for advantages and disadvantages of living 
off campus. Reported advantages of living off campus surpassed 
disadvantages by a ratio of~4 to 1. Advantages listed in the order of 
highest frequency included homelike atmosphere, responsibility, financial 
economy, freedom from restriction. Disadvantages listed in order of 
greatest frequency included distance from campus, housekeeping chores, 
unwelcome guests, high cost, poor housing. Neal (36, p. 35) describes 
the average off-campus woman as follows : 
"She is a twenty—twenty-one year old upperclassman, in 
attendance at the university for two to three years. She 
has been living off-campus for not more than two semesters 
in an apartment with one or two other WOC's costing her and 
each of her roommates $35 a month for rent and utilities and 
$7.50 a week each for food and groceries. Her educational 
expenses are partially self-earned by means of a part-time 
and/or vacation employment. This relaxed and homelike 
atmosphere with its built-in satisfactions of responsibility 
and independence is highly valued to a degree that, together 
with a distance from campus, may presume limited participation 
in campus activities. Extra-curricular activities for her 
mainly concern dating, a considerable amount of which takes 
place at "home", over coffee, or while studying." 
Student Characteristics and Choice of Housing 
Fraternities, dormitories and off-campus housing units seem to 
attract different types of men. A student's selection of housing is a 
function of both internal and external factors operating at the time of 
selection. Because of different systems of wants, students perceive 
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different living environments as satisfying. These conclusions were 
derived from a review of several studies concerning student 
characteristics and choice of housing. Dollar deduced, from a 1963 study 
of the relationship existing between certain characteristics of single, 
male freshmen and the type of housing chosen by them at Oklahoma State 
University, that because of psychological selectivity men with different 
motivating factors tend to migrate to different housing groups. Dollar 
(10, pp. 149, 150) compared ACT scores, interpersonal value scales, 
temperament trait scales and socio-economic background variables: 
"No significant differences were found among the groups on 
first semester grade-point average, on valuing support, 
conformity, and leadership, or on the following trait scales: 
Personal Relations, Masculinity, General Activity, Restraint 
Emotional Stability, Objectivity, Friendliness, Thoughtfulness. 
The fraternity group valued recognition more than the other 
groups and they described themselves as being more sociable 
and ascendant in their behavior patterns .... The 
fraternity group had a mean composite ACT score that was 
significantly higher than those of both other groups. 
The off-campus group valued being benevolent more than 
either of the other groups and the greatest difference was 
between it and the fraternity group. This group had the 
lowest mean score on the Recognition Scale and tended to 
place less value on dependents. They seemed to be similar 
to the standardization sample on ascendance and sociability 
and not significantly different from their dormitory counter­
parts. 
The dormitory group valued independence more than both other 
groups . ... 
The off-campus group had the least favorable socio-economic 
background and the greatest contrast was between it and the 
fraternity group. The family income of this group was 
significantly less than that reported by both other groups." 
Williamson (58, p. 244) suggests that the selectivity process of 
choosing a place to live while at the university is based on differing 
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personality patterns and that a knowledge of the social context of the 
living group, its atmosphere and group dynamics is necessary in viewing 
the behavior of an individual intelligently: 
"Fraternities and rooming houses are obviously the extremes 
of the continuum of residential categories based upon group 
living ; yet even a partial understanding of either will involve 
the academic disciplines of sociology, psychology, education, 
economics, and their related applied arts. Individuals within 
these living units are, at Minnesota, end products of a series of 
natural selection. The limited empiric evidence available indicates 
two differing levels of group social adjustment and socio­
economic backgrounds as well as different attitudes toward a 
variety of fact and value questions. There is some evidence that 
among fraternities and equally among rooming houses the selective 
process had been based on differing personality patterns." 
Lozoff (24) conducted a study at the Stanford University Institute 
for the Study of Human Problems on personality differences and residential 
choice. The extensive study described the social development of eating 
club, fraternity, off-campus and dormitory men during their undergraduate 
years at Stanford University. 
Student drinking patterns among Stanford males were among the several 
areas studied by Lozoff. It was found that off-campus students and 
fraternity students were the heaviest drinkers on campus. A large 
percentage of the male student population described themselves as 
drinking beer frequently. Only a very small percentage of students 
indicated they never drank alcoholic beverages. Student drinking 
patterns are indicated below (24, p. 344): 
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"Student Drinking Patterns 
Off Eating 
Campus Frat/On Frat/Off Club Dorm 
(N=44) (N=69) (N=44) (N=37) (N=42) 
Beer "frequently"* 68% 64% 68% 32% 26% 
Wine "frequently" 27% 11% 14% 06% 05% 
Hard liquor "frequently" 397, 28% 36% 16% 10% 
Beer "never" 07% 04% 02% 11% 26% 
Wine "never" 11% 10% 00% 05% 29% 
Hard liquor "never" 16% 06% 05% 03% 40% 
* Frequently was defined as daily or once or twice weekly." 
Baker investigated the relationship between type of residence and 
student perception of environmental press. The Stems College 
Characteristics Index (CCI) was mailed to 149 junior students in 
attendance at Wisconsin State University — River Falls. The CCI is 
made up of eleven factor scores which were calculated for each individual. 
Significant differences were found between dormitory residents and 
boarding house residents in several factors. Baker (3, p. 224) provides 
the following discussion: 
"The results indicate that the type of residence does significantly 
account for difference in the perception of the characteristics 
of college environment. Boarding and dormi to iry residents seem 
to be less aware of press of the college as compared to those who 
reside with their families. 
Boarding and dormitory residents are in one sense more dependent 
upon the university for their need satisfaction than are family 
residents who are members of a community and are perhaps in a 
better position to have their needs satisfied." 
Stark compared commuter and residence hall students at a large 
private non-sectarian university located in a Midwestern city. 
Residence hall men, residence hall women, commuter men and commuter 
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women — all freshmen — were studied (50, p. 277): 
"Male and female residence-hall and commuter freshman students 
were compared on the "basis of their expressed personal problems, 
study habits, and reading skills. The two groups of commuters 
had a significantly greater number of problems than the two 
groups of residence-hall students on the Mooney Problem Check 
Lists in sub-areas: Finances, Living Conditions and Employ­
ment, and Home and Family. The two groups of commuters had 
significantly lower scores than the residence-hall students on 
the Cooperative English Test-Read Comprehension (Coop): 
Vocabulary. There were no significant differences between the 
commuter and the residence-hall students in regard to (a) their 
Cooperative sub-scores: Level of Comprehension and Speed of 
Comprehension, (b) their scores on the Brown-Holtzman Survey of 
Study Habits and Attitudes, (c) the number of students who worked 
for pay or participated in extracurricular activities, and (d) 
the number of students who desired to talk with a counselor about 
a personal, education, or vocational problem." 
A study of participation in campus life at Iowa State University 
(then Iowa State College) was conducted during the 1955-56 school year 
by Henningsen, Moss, and Rogers (18). The activity patterns of seven 
major residence groups on campus were studied. These included students 
living in men's dormitories, women's dormitories, fraternities, 
sororities, Pammel Court, off-campus as Ward meaibers or off-cançus as 
non-ward members. 
The study attempted to discover the type of activities students 
participated in most. It was found that almost one-fourth of the students 
were in no campus activities. Almost half of the student body participated 
in religious, residential or curricular activities. The percentage of the 
total student body active in each of eight areas of participation in 
activities is presented in the following table (18, p. 11): 
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Percent of Student Body 
ft 
'Area of participation 
Active Inactive 
1. Religious 
2. Residential 
3. Curricular 
4. Special Interest 
5. Veishea, Homecoming or 
48% 
42% 
41% 
287. 
527, 
587, 
597, 
727, 
Campus Chest 
6. Honoraries 
7. Publications 
8. Student Government 
137, 
127, 
67, 
27, 
877, 
887, 
947, 
987, 
All Activities 77% 237," 
The study reported that the average student attended church between 
two and three times a month. Thirty-eight percent attended church each 
week and about 10 percent said that they never attended church. 
The study revealed that women in residences seemed to have a much 
higher average degree of participation in activities than did the men's 
groups. In general, Greeks had higher AP (activity participation) scores 
than independents of the same sex. A breakdown of students residing off 
campus indicated Ward members had an average AP score of 5.90; non-members 
an average score of 3.32. The study provided the following average AP 
scores for residence groups: sorority pledges, 16.87; sorority actives, 
13.24; women's dormitories, 10.29; fraternity members, 10.21, men's 
dormitories, 6.14; off-campus residents, 3.79; Pammel Court, 3.36; average 
for all students, 7.09. 
The study indicated that participation in activities increased from 
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the freshman through the senior year. The senior year appeared to be the 
time of markedly increased activities participation. 
Other personal characteristics were studied, and survey findings 
concluded that the higher the degree or level of parental income the 
higher the degree of student participation in activities. When asked if 
they were in more, the same or less activities in college than in high 
school, sixty-three percent of the students reported decreased participa­
tion in activities upon entering college. Only 10 percent indicated they 
became more active in college. Survey results indicated that the part-
time worker had a higher degree of participation than the non-worker. 
Activities participation was reflected in the gradepoints students 
maintained. The higher a student's gradepoint the more likely it was that 
he was in activities. 
Henningsen, Moss and Rogers also studied the degree to which each 
student took part in college sponsored social events. The female students 
in general were more likely to have higher attendance at college-sponsored 
social events than were males. Fraternity and sorority members tended to 
be more regular attenders than independents. Little difference in 
attendance at social events was found on the basis of year in college, 
curriculum, size of home community or size of parents' income. 
The dating practices of the single students at Iowa State were also 
studied by Henningsen, Moss and Rogers. A high percentage of single 
students did not date at all. The single women at Iowa State averaged 
2.32 dates per week although 12% did not date at all. Men averaged 2.21 
dates per week and almost 34% did not date at all. Figures indicated that 
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fraternity actives averaged 1.88 dates per week; Ward System members 1.45; 
fraternity pledges, 1.13; off-campus, non-Ward members, 1,0; dormitory 
men, 0.93. 
Definite tendencies for residence groups to concentrate their dating 
among specific other residences were found. The tendency to date other 
than Iowa State students is more marked among men living off campus or in 
the men's dormitories than among fraternity men. The dating relations of 
male daters are listed in table form (18, p. 20); 
"Residence Group Dated Most 
Residence Group 
of Male Daters 
Not an 
ISC 
Student 
Sorority 
Member 
Dormitory 
Resident 
Off-Campus 
Resident Totals 
Off-campus. Ward 
System Member 527, 4% 30% 13% 100% 
Off-Campus, not Ward 
System Member 517. 8% 29% 12% 100% 
Dormitory Men 477. 6% 43% 4% 100% 
Alumni Hall Resident 577. 14% 29% 0% 100% 
Fraternity Active 147. 58% 24% 4% 100% 
Pledge, Living in 
Fraternity 8% 46% 42% 4% 100% 
Pledge, Not Living in 
Fraternity 25% 25% 50% 0% 100% 
All Male Students 35% 257. 33% TL 1007." 
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The various studies revealing participation of college students by 
living units tend to concur with Siebold (47, p. 92): 
"Those students who live off-campus tend to participate less in 
the campus environment." 
Freed (13) conducted a study to determine if there was a significant 
difference between undergraduate students who commuted and those who were 
domiciled on or in the immediate vicinity of the campus of Southern 
Illinois University in terms of scholastic aptitude, academic performance 
and other selected characteristics. His findings indicated that, when 
scholastic aptitude (ACT score) was held constant and when academic 
performance was measured by gradepoint averages, there was not a 
statistically significant difference at the .05 level between residents 
and commuters. 
The relationship between types of residence and scholarship of 
students ar Arkansas Agricultural, Mechanical, and Normal College was 
studied by Johnson in 1963. His study sampled freshmen students divided 
into four groups: dormitory, rooming house, home and commuter. Students 
comprising the four groups showed similarity in the following charac­
teristics: age, marital status, intelligence, vocational intentions, 
occupation of father and number of credits carried. This study yielded 
the following results (20, p. 586): 
"The difference in the means of the gradepoint average of the 
four groups was not large enough to obtain significance at the 
5 percent level." 
A study of the influence of fraternity, residence hall and off-campus 
living on the academic performance of students of high, average and low 
abilities was conducted by Matson (25) at Indiana University. The freshmen 
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class of 1954 was selected for study and was followed through the four-
year period it was enrolled at the university. 
The research showed that some differences existed between those 
student groups associated with the high, middle and low prestige 
fraternities, the residence halls and off-campus housing (25, pp. 27, 28): 
"A. The high prestige fraternities had students of higher academic 
potential when the total group membership was compared with 
that of the other four groups . ... 
B. When the academic achievements of the high potential students 
were compared, the high and middle prestige fraternities and 
the residence hall group showed a tendency to achieve higher 
grade averages than the low prestige fraternities and the 
off-campus group . ... 
C. The percentage out-of-school at each of the four potential 
levels showed that a much higher proportion of the students 
in the three fraternity groups remained in school as 
compared with the residence hall and off-campus group . ... 
An observation of all the data on achievement gave the implication 
that high prestige fraternity, middle prestige fraternity, and 
residence hall students tended to achieve in a similar pattern 
and that these three groups tended to influence the student toward 
higher achievement when compared with the off-campus group and the 
low prestige fraternities." 
In contrast to the above study Bums in a master's thesis written at 
Iowa State University in 1959 found no significant difference existing 
between the academic achievement of men living in the various residence 
groups. His study compared the academic achievement of freshmen men living 
in dormitories, fraternities and off campus. He summarized (5, p. 27): 
"Analyses of covariance are reported, utilizing ACE scores and high 
school gradepoint averages as independent variables with first and 
third quarter college gradepoint averages as dependent variables 
for four types of residence groups: students living in college 
operated residence halls during the first and third quarters, those 
living in residence halls during the first quarter and social 
fraternity chapter houses during the third quarter, students living 
in a social fraternity chapter houses during both first and third 
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quarter, and students living off-campus during both first and 
third quarters. No significant difference was found to exist 
between the academic achievement of the residence groups." 
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CHAPTER III. METHOD OF PROCEDURE 
The purpose of the study was to provide information concerning the 
off-campus student as he relates to the University community. Selected 
data were gathered to be used to describe the off-campus student, his 
environment, his attitudes and perceptions, his activities (social, 
recreational, academic) and his peer group relationships. 
This chapter contains a description of the methods and procedures 
used to gather and interpret the data. The chapter has been divided into 
five parts: Determination of the Population, Description of the 
Instrument, Construction of the Instrument, Collection of Data, Treatment 
of the Data. 
Determination of the Population 
It was determined that the population to be studied would consist of 
the unaffiliated, single male undergraduate students living off cançus at 
Iowa State University. This segment of the student population was selected 
because it was the largest group of any of the various student segments 
living off campus, i.e. female, married, graduate or Greek affiliated. 
It was felt that by limiting the study to one segment of the population 
that that segment could be studied more thoroughly. It was also felt 
that the segment of the population selected for study had unique problems 
and characteristics which needed to be researched, while, at the same time, 
collected data would supply information concerning the entire off-campus 
student population and the university environment. 
A list of unaffiliated, single male undergraduate students living 
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off campus at Iowa State University during spring quarter 1967 was requested 
from the Registrar's Office at the University. An International Business 
Machines (IBM) listing was "provided from that office. The IBM print-out 
listed the students' names alphabetically by year — freshman, sophomore, 
junior, senior. The print-out included the name, address, year in school 
and academic major of each student. 
Population figures for male undergraduates at Iowa State University 
and for unaffiliated, single male undergraduates living off campus at 
Iowa State University indicated that the entire male undergraduate popula­
tion consisted of 8,246 men while the unaffiliated, single male under­
graduate population living off campus was 1,649. 
Figures in Table 1 would indicate that the freshman class had the 
smallest population (326) of students living off campus. The number of 
unaffiliated, single male juniors living off campus (368) was less than 
the population of sophomores (427) and seniors (528). 
The junior class was the smallest class of male undergraduates 
enrolled at the university. The small number of juniors living off campus 
would reflect that fact. The relatively small percentage of freshmen 
living off campus in proportion to their relatively high percentage of 
the entire undergraduate population would indicate freshmen tended to 
live in other than off-campus housing their first year. 
Because of the size of the population and the length of the 
questionnaire used to collect the data it was decided that one-half of the 
population would be sampled. Every other name was selected from the IBM 
print-out to be included in the sample. Questionnaires were sent to 163 
43 
freshmen, 214 sophomores, 184 juniors and 264 seniors for a total sample 
population of 825. 
Table 1. Population of unaffiliated, single male undergraduates living 
off campus and population of male undergraduates at Iowa State 
University during spring quarter, 1967 
Unaffiliated, single male 
Year undergraduates living off Male undergraduates at ISU 
campus at ISU^ 
n 7, a % 
Freshman 326 19, .8 2395 29. 0 
Sophomore 427 25. 9 2102 25. 5 
Junior 368 22. 3 1580 19. ,2 
Senior 528 32. ,0 2169 26. 3 
Total 1649 100. 0 8246 100. 0 
figures provided by Registrar's Office at the university 
Description of the Instrument 
The instrument used in collecting the data for the study consisted of 
a printed questionnaire (see Appendix). The questionnaire was selected 
as the type of instrument to be used in gathering the data because of the 
size of the sample population and the necessity of collecting data specific 
to the off-campus students at Iowa State University. 
The questionnaire consisted of six basic parts: (1) Background 
Information, (2) Living Accommodations, (3) Costs, (4) Aquaintances, 
(5) Activities and Use of Time and (6) Other Vital Information. The first 
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part (Background Information) contained items relative to the background 
of the students — year in college, age, college, quarters at ISU, home­
town. The second section (Living Accommodations) was devoted to informa­
tion describing the structures in which the students lived and the condi­
tions under which they lived. The third section (Costs) was used to 
determine various educational costs at the university and the means 
students used to finance their education. 
The fourth division (Acquaintances) included data on the extent of 
personal acquaintances of students. Part five (Activities and Use of Time) 
reported the amount of time students spent in academic, recreational and 
social pursuits. The sixth section (Other Vital Information) was devoted 
to information concerning other background data, determination of connection 
with the Ward System and answers to questions bearing on the university 
environment. 
Construction of the Instrument 
The questions comprising the questionnaire were selected after 
lengthy research and consideration. Questionnaires appearing in various 
studies and publications were studied for format. Personal consultations 
were held with university faculty, staff and students in an effort to 
determine appropriate questions and to clarify proposed questions. 
A preliminary draft was prepared and submitted to several faculty 
members, staff members and students. They were asked to complete the 
form and to evaluate the items so that they could be made more meaningful. 
Several helpful criticisms were received. 
Various questions on the questionnaire were left open-ended. It was 
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felt an open-ended response in the several cases would allow a wider 
diversity and more meaningful answers than the limitations imposed by-
multiple choice. Most of the open-ended questions were of a short answer 
variety, though several permitted lengthy answers. Multiple choice 
answers were provided where appropriate; several questions required a 
yes-no answer. Before each question was included in the questionnaire, 
consideration was given to its merit in collecting data pertinent to the 
purpose of the study. 
Collection of the Data 
Following the construction of the questionnaire which was to be used 
as the data collecting instrument, copies of it were printed. A letter to 
accompany the questionnaire (see Appendix) was developed to explain the 
purpose of the study and to request the cooperation of the students 
comprising the sample population. 
On May 10, 1967, 823 of the questionnaires with accompanying letters 
and self-addressed stamped envelopes were sent to the selected students. 
On May 20, 1967, a follow-up postcard (see Appendix) was sent to each 
student who had not returned his questionnaire by that date. The postcard 
requested that the questionnaire be completed and returned promptly. 
Questionnaires were sent to 163 freshmen, 214 sophomores, 184 juniors 
and 264 seniors for a total sample population of 825. The total number of 
questionnaires returned was 526; the overall percentage of return was 
63.8. The percentage of return was considered sufficiently high to 
warrant an assumption of representativeness. The number and percentage of 
questionnaires returned are shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Number of off-campus students sent questionnaires by year in 
college and number and percent returning questionnaires by year 
in college 
Questionnaires Questionnaires 
Year Sent Returned Percent Returned 
Freshman 163 98 60.1 
Sophomore 214 137 64.0 
Junior 184 120 65.2 
Senior 264 171 64.8 
TOTAL 825 526 63.8 
The close similarity between cumulative gradepoints further supports 
the assumption of representativeness. The actual mean cumulative grade-
points of students returning questionnaires and students not returning 
questionnaires are shown in Table 3 by year in college. Mean cumulative 
gradepoints were computed by totaling the cumulative gradepoints of 
students in each category and dividing by the number of students in each 
category. Cumulative gradepoints used in obtaining the means were those 
recorded at the end of Winter Quarter 1966-67. The mean cumulative grade-
points of students returning questionnaires and students not returning 
questionnaires were quite similar. The overall mean cumulative grade-
point of students returning the questionnaire was 2.39 while the overall 
mean cumulative gradepoint of students not returning the questionnaire 
was 2.30. 
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Table 3. Actual mean cumulative gradepoints of students returning 
questionnaires and students not returning questionnaires by 
year in college 
Mean gradepoint Mean gradepoint 
of students Number of of students Number of 
returning gradepoints not returning gradepoints 
Year questionnaires mean based on questionnaires mean based on 
Freshman 2.27 92 2.07 55 
Sophomore 2.32 130 2.29 73 
Junior 2.32 112 2.33 54 
Senior 2.57 160 2.52 83 
TOTAL 2.39 494® 2.30 265® 
^Number does not include entire population. Some students returned 
questionnaires anonymously, others had not been previously enrolled. 
Treatment of the Data 
The questionnaire included 113 questions. Several of the questions 
required multiple answers. Codes for tabulation of the data from the 
questionnaire were established. The information recorded on the 
questionnaires was then transferred to 80 column code sheets. The infor­
mation was, in turn, transferred to International Business Machines (IBM) 
cards. Frequency counts, percentages and means were established by 
utilizing the 360 IBM computer at the Computation Center at the university. 
The chi square test was ençloyed to compare the responses to various 
questions concerning living accommodations and students' connection with 
the Ward System about which hypotheses were stated. It was determined 
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that chi square was the most appropriate test. Significance was tested 
for each of the established hypotheses. 
Statistically significant chi square values were determined by the 
table of Chi Square in Wert (56, p. 423). The degrees of freedom for 
the chi square values were determined by (r-1)(c-1), where "r" equals 
the number of rows and "c" equals the number of columns in the 
contingency table. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
The report of the findings was arranged in seven groupings in a 
sequence similar to that of the questionnaire used to collect the data. 
The first section included background information on the student. The 
second contained a description of off-campus living accommodations. 
Section three reported several areas concerned with college costs. The 
fourth area included information on student acquaintances. Part five 
recorded data on student activities, use of time and use of university-
facilities. Section six was concerned with the Ward System. The final 
section provided information which revealed student satisfaction with ISU, 
advantages and disadvantages of living off campus and suggestions for 
improvement of Iowa State University. 
Background Information 
Background information on students living off caucus was gathered 
in the following areas: age, college enrolled in, military classification, 
cumulative gradepoint, credit hours, hometown, parents, college 
attendance pattern, plans following graduation, address changes at ISU. 
Age 
The ages of off-campus students by year in college were presented in 
Table 4. The study was conducted late in the academic year causing mean 
ages to be, at least part, a year older than would have been the case if 
the study had been conducted early in the academic year. The mean age for 
freshmen was 19.04, for sophomores 20.22, for juniors 21.10, and for 
seniors 22.16. An age separation of one year between each class would be 
Table 4. Age of off-campus students by year in college 
Year 
Age Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n 7o n % n 1 n % 
18 27 (27.6) - - - - - - 27 (5.1) 
19 32 (32.7) 38 (27.7) 2 (1.7) 72 (13.7) 
20 4 (4.1) 39 (28.5) 51 (42.5) 8 (4.7) 102 (19.4) 
21 4 (4.1) 8 (5.8) 44 (36.8) 53 (31.0) 109 (20.7) 
22 2 (2.0) 7 (5.1) 5 (4.1) 62 (36.3) 76 (14.4) 
23 3 (3.1) 4 (2.9) 4 (3.3) 24 (14.0) 35 (6.6) 
24 2 (1.5) 7 (5.8) 11 (6.4) 20 (3.8) 
25 or over - - - 3 (2.2) 5 (4.1) 12 (7.0) 20 (3.8) 
No response 26 (26.5) 36 (26.3) 2 (1.7) 1 (0.6) 65 (12.5) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 19.04 20.22 21.10 22.16 20.98 
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expected and was observed. Data in the total column indicated a fairly 
normal distribution with the greatest frequency occurring at age 21 
which was also the mean age. 
College enro1led in 
Data showing the college in which off-campus students were enrolled 
were included in Table 5. Very little percentage differences were 
observed among classes. Enrollment figures were obtained from the 
Registrar's Office at the university that revealed the total ISU male 
undergraduate population by college for spring quarter, 1967. A 
comparison of percentages of the total ISU male undergraduate population 
enrolled in each college and the total percentages of off-campus students 
enrolled in each college indicated few differences occurred between the 
two populations. It appeared that the off-campus students were a 
representative sample of the entire ISU male undergraduate population from 
the standpoint of the college in which they were enrolled. 
Military classification 
Off-campus students were asked to list their current standing with 
the military service. Classification data were included in Table 6. 
The II-S classification (student deferment) was the most frequently 
(75.8 percent) held classification. A classification of 1-D (qualified 
member of reserve component, or student taking military training, 
including ROTC and accepted aviation cadet applicants) ranked a distant 
second (9.5 percent). 
Table 5. College in which off-campus students were enrolled by year in college 
Year 
College Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total off-campus Total ISU male under-
students graduates, Spring 1967 
n % n % n % n % n % 
Agriculture 26 26.5 43 31.4 40 33.4 54 31.6 163 31.0 2143 26.0 
Engineering 34 34.7 37 27.0 36 30.0 54 31.6 161 30.5 2785 33.8 
Home 
Economics -- 5 3.6 1 0.8 2 1.2 8 1.5 106 1.3 
Sciences and 
Humanities 34 34.7 42 30.7 41 34.2 57 33.3 174 33.1 2948 35.7 
Veterinary 
Medicine 4 4.1 8 5.8 1 0.8 2 1.2 15 2.8 264 3.2 
No response — -- 2 1.4 1 0.8 2 1.2 5 1.0 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 100.0 8246 100.0 
*ISU enrollment figures supplied by Registrar's Office 
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Table 6. Current standing with military service of off-campus students by 
year in college 
Year 
Classifi­ Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
cation® n n n n n % 
I-A 5 5 4 7 21 4.1 
I-D 8 9 12 19 48 9.5 
I-S 2 — — — — 2 0.4 
I-Y 1 2 2 4 9 1.8 
II-A 1 — — — — 1 0.2 
II-S 76 106 85 116 383 75.8 
III-A 1 — — — — — 1 0.2 
IV-A 4 5 9 5 23 4.5 
IV-B 1 — — — — 1 0.2 
IV-C 1 - — 1 2 0.4 
IV-D 1 — — — — 1 0.2 
IV-F - — 3 3 4 12 2.4 
V-A — — — — 3 3 0.6 
No response 4 2 3 10 20 3.7 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 100.0 
^Selective Service Classifications: 
I-A: Registrant available for military service 
I-D: Qualified member of reserve conçonent, or student taking military 
training, including ROTC and accepted aviation cadet applicant 
I-S: Student deferred by law until graduation or until end of his 
academic year at a college or university 
I-Y: Registrant qualified for military service only in time of war 
or national emergency 
II-A: Occupational deferment 
II-S: Student deferment 
III-A: Extreme hardship deferment, or registrant with a child 
IV-A: Registrant with sufficient prior active service or who is a 
sole surviving son 
IV-B: Official deferred by law 
IV-C: Alien not currently liable for military service 
IV-D: Minister of religion or divinity student 
IV-F: Registrant not qualified for any military service 
V-A: Registrant over the age of liability for military service 
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Cumulative gradepolnt 
The actual cumulative gradepoints of off-campus students were 
reported in Table 7. A total of 109 students (20.7 percent) of the off-
canç)us students had cumulative gradepoints of less than 2.00, while 68 
off-campus students (12.9 percent) had earned cumulative gradepoints of 
3.00 and above. Actual gradepoints were those gradepoints recorded with 
the Registrar's Office at the university. Sixteen students marked out 
the number coding on the return envelope. It was inçossible to identify 
who they were and obtain a gradepoint for them. Sixteen students were 
not recorded in the Registrar's book of grade listings for winter quarter, 
1966-67. Evidently the sixteen students had not been enrolled at Iowa 
State University for winter quarter, 1966-67. The cumulative mean grade-
point for all off-caucus students was 2.393. Seniors had achieved the 
highest gradepoint (2.572) followed by sophomores (2.324), juniors (2.316) 
and freshmen (2.270). 
The cumulative gradepoints as reported by the off-campus students on 
the questionnaire were shown in Table 8. The cumulative mean gradepoint 
for all off-campus students as reported by them was 2.446. Seniors 
reported achieving a 2.601 cumulative gradepoint, juniors 2.342, 
sophomores 2.375 and freshmen 2.300. Mean cumulative gradepoints in 
Tables 7 and 8 were figured by adding all cumulative gradepoints as given 
and dividing by the number of gradepoints available in each category. 
In all categories the reported cumulative gradepoints were slightly 
higher than the actual cumulative gradepoint as was observed in examining 
Tables 7 and 8. The slight differences could probably be accounted for 
Table 7. Actual cumulative gradepoints of off-campus students by year in college 
Actual Year 
gradepoint Freshman 
n % 
Sophomore 
n 7, 
Junior 
n 
Senior 
n 7, 
Total 
n 
0.00-0.49 1 (1.0) -•* - - " - - - - 1 (0.2) 
0.50-0.99 — 1 (0.8) - - - 1 (0.2) 
1.00-1.49 7 (7.1) 6 (4.4) 2 (1.7) 15 (2.8) 
1.50-1.99 23 (23.5) 28 (20.4) 26 (21.7) 15 (8.8) 92 (17.5) 
2.00-2.49 30 (30.6) 50 (36.5) 49 (40.8) 65 (38.0) 194 (36.9) 
2.50-2.99 20 (20.4) 32 (23.4) 22 (18.4) 49 (28.7) 123 (23.4) 
3.00-3.49 5 (5.1) 9 (6.6) 8 (6.7) 22 (12.9) 44 (8.3) 
3.50-4.00 6 (6.1) 5 (3.6) 4 (3.3) 9 (5.3) 24 (4.6) 
Not recorded 3 (3.1) 4 (2.9) 5 (4.2) 4 (2.3) 16 (3.0) 
Anonymous 3 (3.1) 3 (2.2) 3 (2.5) 7 (4.1) 16 (3.0) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 2.270 2.324 2.316 2.572 2.393 
^Gradepoint as listed with Registrar's Office at the university 
Table 8. Reported cumulative gradepoints of off-campus students by year in college 
Reported ^ 
gradepoint 
Year 
Freshman 
n % 
Sophomore 
n 7o 
Junior 
n 7. 
Senior 
n % 
Total 
n 7o 
0.00-0.49 1 (1.0) 1 (0.7) - " - — - - 2 (0.4) 
0.50-0.99 — --- - - - ---
1.00-1.49 6 (6.1) 1 (0.7) 3 (2.5) - - - 10 (1.9) 
1.50-1.99 22 (22.4) 29 (21.2) 21 (17.6) 10 (5.8) 82 (15.6) 
2.00-2.49 31 (31.6) 50 (36.5) 58 (48.2) 67 (39.2) 206 (39.2) 
2.50-2.99 23 (23.5) 40 (29.2) 25 (20.9) 56 (32.7) 144 (27.4) 
3.00-3.49 6 (6.1) 10 (7.3) 8 (6.7) 25 (14.6) 49 (9.3) 
3.50-4.00 6 (6.1) 5 (3.6) 5 (4.1) 10 (5.8) 26 (4.9) 
No response 3 (3.1) 1 (0.7) 3 (1.8) 7 (1.3) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 2.300 2.375 2.342 2.601 2.446 
^Gradepoint reported by students on questionnaire 
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by transfer students who had achieved higher gradepoints at other colleges 
before transferring to Iowa State and who figured those gradepoints into 
their overall cumulative gradepoints. The average of the two cumulative 
gradepoints would be higher than that recorded by the Registrar's Office 
at the university. Also some students may have rounded off their grade-
point to the next highest tenth. For exasçle, a student who received a 
2.76 may have reported his gradepoint as 2.80. 
The very slight differences found between the reported cumulative 
gradepoints and actual cumulative gradepoints would be evidence that the 
information reported in the questionnaires by the off-campus students was 
accurate. 
Information in Table 9 reported the off-campus students' 
descriptions of the general pattern of their gradepoints since living 
off caucus. It was noted in Tables 23 and 24, that a large percentage of 
students who lived off campus had never lived in other than off-campus 
facilities. The question asking students to describe their gradepoints 
since living off campus did not distinguish between those students who had 
never lived anywhere but off campus and those students who have lived for 
a period of time in a fraternity or residence hall. The largest 
percentage of students (37.4 percent) indicated that their gradepoints had 
not changed since living off campus while 31.2 percent said their grade-
points had improved. Only 8.9 percent indicated their gradepoints had 
decreased. The information included in the table would seem to be 
indicative of the commonly observed phenomena that a student's gradepoint 
generally improves as he progresses through the university. 
Table 9. General pattern of students' gradepolnts since living off campus by year in college 
Year 
Pattern Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n 7„ n % 
Not changed 34 (34.7) 49 (35.8) 42 (35.0) 72 (42.1) 197 (37.4) 
Improved 24 (24.5) 42 (30.7) 38 (31.7) 60 (35.1) 164 (31.2) 
Decreased 15 (15.3) 15 (10.9) 10 (8.3) 7 (4.1) 47 (8.9) 
Erratic 13 (13.3) 23 (16.8) 27 (22.5) 27 (15.8) 90 (17.1) 
No response 12 (12.2) 8 (5.8) 3 (2.5) 5 (2.9) 28 (5.3) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
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Credit hours 
The number of credit hours off-campus students carried was denoted in 
Table 10. One hundred and sixteen students (22.2 percent) of the off-
campus students carried 14 credit hours or less. Sixty-four students 
(12.1 percent) carried 19 hours or more. The overall mean number of credit 
hours was 15.83. Very little difference was observed between the number of 
credit hours carried by members of the four classes. The Registrar's 
Office at the university reported that the mean number of credit hours 
taken by all undergraduate males at the university was 16.00. The mean 
credit hours reported by the university for all male undergraduates and 
the mean credit hours as reported by off-cançus students indicated the 
off-campus students were a representative group of students in that 
aspect. 
Hometown 
Consideration of Table 11 revealed the location of the hometowns of 
off-campus students (Iowa, state other than Iowa, foreign) by year in 
college. Eighty-four and three tenths percent of the students living 
off campus reported that their hometowns were located in Iowa. Those 
students who did not live in Iowa but whose hometowns were somewhere in 
the United States composed 12.9 percent of the off-campus population. 
Foreign students composed 1.9 percent. Little difference was observed 
among classes in the hometown categories. 
Figures were provided by the Registrar's Office at the university 
of the total percentage of male undergraduates in each of the three 
hometown categories. University figures indicated that 82.5 percent of 
Table 10. Number credit hours off-campus students carried by year in college 
Credit 
hours 
Year 
Freshman 
n % 
Sophomore 
n 7o 
Junior 
n 7o 
Senior 
n 
r 
7o 
Total 
n % 
10 or less 5 (5.1) 4 (2.9) 5 (4.1) 5 (2.9) 19 (3.6) 
11 - 14 12 (12.2) 31 (22.6) 29 (24.8) 25 (14.6) 97 (18.6) 
15 11 (11.2) 22 (16.1) 27 (22.3) 35 (20.5) 95 (18.0) 
16 16 (16.3) 26 (19.0) 22 (18.2) 22 (12.9) 86 (16.3) 
17 29 (29.6) 23 (16.8) 18 (14.9) 26 (15.2) 96 (18.2) 
18 13 (13.3) 14 (10.2) 8 (6.6) 31 (18.2) 66 (12.5) 
19 9 (9.2) 7 (5.1) 9 (7.4) 12 (7.0) 37 (7.0) 
20 - - - 6 (4.4) 1 (0.8) 9 (5.3) 16 (3.0) 
21 or more 1 (1.0) 3 (2.2) 1 (0.8) 6 (3.5) 1 (2.1) 
no response 2 (2.0) 1 (0.7) --- - 3 (0.6) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 16.11 15.65 15.12 16.32 15.83 
Mean hours, 
total popu­
lation ISU 
male under­
graduates® 16.00 
figure provided by Registrar's Office at the university 
Table 11. Location of hometowns of off-campus students (Iowa, state other than Iowa, foreign) by 
year in college 
Year 
Location Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total University figures for 
n % n % n % n % n % male undergraduates® 
Iowa 84 (85.7) 117 (85.4) 103 (85.9) 139 (81.3) 443 (84.3) (82.5) 
U.S. (not 
Iowa) 9 (9.2) 17 (12.4) 17 (14.0) 25 (14.6) 68 (12.9) (16.0) 
Foreign 3 (3.1) 1 (0.7) - 6 (3.5) 10 (1.9) (1.5) 
No response 2 (2.0) 2 (1.5) -- - 1 (0.6) 5 (1.0) - - -
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) (100.0) 
figures provided by the Registrar's Office at the university 
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all male undergraduates had their hometowns in Iowa, while 16.0 percent of 
the hometowns were located in the United States but not in Iowa. Foreign 
students made up one and one half percent of the total male undergraduate 
population of the university. Very little difference existed between the 
figures reported by the off-campus student and the figures provided by the 
university. The off-campus students, in respect to location of hometown, 
made up a representative cross-section of the male undergraduate population 
at the university. 
Data indicating the distance of hometown of off-campus students from 
Ames by year in college were recorded in Table 12. Forty-two students 
(8.0 percent) reported living in Ames. Only 44 (8.3 percent) of the 
students reported that their hometown was over 300 miles from Ames. The 
largest percentage of students (42.7 percent) lived from 51 to 150 miles 
from Ames. 
Data denoting the size of hometowns of off-campus students by year 
in college were recorded in Table 13. It was revealed that 24.5 percent 
of the students came from hometowns of less than 1,000 population. A 
total of 59.4 percent of the students living off campus reported home­
towns of less than 10,000 population. Only 7.0 percent of the students 
reported hometown populations of over 100,000. 
The rural background of a large number of off-campus students was 
revealed in Table 14. Thirty-nine and eight tenths percent of the 
off-campus students designated "farm" as the place of residence of their 
parents. Students reporting parents who lived in "a town or city" 
composed 58.2 percent of the off-campus population. The large rural 
Table 12. Distance of hometowns of off-campus students from Ames by year in college 
Year 
Distance in Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
miles n % n % n % n % n % 
0 (in Ames) 16 (16.3) 6 (4.4) 7 (5.8) 13 (7.6) 42 (8.0) 
1-50 14 (14.3) 25 (18.2) 16 (13.2) 24 (14.0) 79 (15.0) 
51-150 36 (36.7) 57 (41.6) 52 (43.8) 79 (46.2) 224 (42.7) 
151-300 23 (23.5) 39 (28.5) 31 (25.6) 33 (19.3) 126 (23.9) 
over 300 4 (4.1) 9 (6.6) 13 (10.7) 18 (10.5) 44 (8.3) 
No response 5 (5.1) 1 (0.7) 1 (0.8) 4 (2.4) 11 (2.1) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Table 13. Size of hometowns of off-campus students by year in college 
Year 
Size Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n 7o n % n % n % 
under 1000 
1000-2499 
2500-9999 
10000-
100000 
over 100000 
No response 
TOTAL 
23 (23.5) 
14 (14.3) 
16 (16.3) 
32 (32.7) 
6 (6.1)  
7 (7.1) 
98 
42 (30.7) 
23 (16.8) 
25 (18.2) 
35 (25.5) 
10 (7.3) 
2 (1.5) 
137 
24 (19.8) 
16 (13.2) 
32 (27.3) 
37 (30.6) 
10 (8.3) 
1 (0.8) 
120 
40 (23.4) 
21 (12.3) 
36 (21.1) 
61 (35.7) 
11 (7.0) 
2 (0.6) 
171 
129 (24.5) 
74 (14.0) 
109 (20.9) 
165 (31.3) 
37 (7.0) 
12 (2.3) 
526 (100.0) 
Table 14. Residence of parents of off-campus students (farm, town or city) by college 
College 
Home Science & Veterinary No 
Residence Agriculture Engineering Economics Humanities Medicine response Total 
n % n % n % n % n % n n % 
Farm 106 (65.0) 48 (29.8) 2 (25.0) 44 (25.3) 8 (53.3) 1 209 (39.8) 
Town or city 56 (34.4) 108 (67.1) 6 (75.0) 127 (73.0) 7 (46.7) 3 307 (58.2) 
Other 1 (0.6) --- --- 1 (0.6) --- --- 2 (0.4) 
No response --- 5 (3.1) --- 2 (1.1) --- 1 8 (1.5) 
TOTAL 163 161 8 174 15 5 526 (100.0) 
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population reflected Iowa's rural population. 
Forty-two students reported Âmes as their hometown. Figures in 
Table 15 indicated 37 of those students (88.1 percent) lived at home with 
their parents. Only five students did not live with their parents. The 
forty-two students reporting their hometown as Ames could not be construed 
to constitute the entire population of Ames students attending Iowa State 
University. Besides the facts that neither the entire off-cançus popula­
tion was sampled nor were all questionnaires returned, many students whose 
hometown address was Ames were members of fraternities or lived in 
residence halls. 
Table 15. Off-campus students who reported Ames as hometown who lived 
with parents by year in college 
Live with parents 
Year Yes No Total 
n % n % n 
Freshman 14 (87.5) 2 (12.5) 16 (38.1) 
Sophomore 4 (66.7) 2 (33.3) 6 (14.3) 
Junior 7 (100.0) 7 (16.6) 
Senior 12 (92.3) 1 (7.7) 13 (31.0) 
TOTAL 37 (88.1) 5 (11.9) 42 (100.0) 
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Parents 
Data reporting the education of the parents of students living off 
campus were included in Table 16. Forty-two and nine tenths percent of 
the students living off campus reported the highest education level of 
their fathers as a high school diploma. Fifty and eight tenths percent 
reported the same education level for their mothers. Data also revealed 
25.5 percent of the fathers of off-campus students and 15.8 percent of the 
mothers of off-campus students had not achieved an education level equiva­
lent to a high school diploma. Figures showed that 30.8 percent of the 
fathers and 32.8 percent of the mothers had achieved a level of education 
beyond the high school diploma. The data suggested that most students 
were probably first generation college students. 
Table 16. Education (highest year or diploma) of parents of off-campus 
students 
Parents 
Highest level of education Father Mother 
n % XL % 
Less than eighth grade 13 (2.5) 5 (1.0) 
Eighth grade 88 (16.7) 43 (8.1) 
Some high school but didn't graduate 33 (6.3) 35 (6.7) 
High school diploma 226 (42.9) 269 (50.8) 
Some college but didn't graduate 
Bachelor's degree 
61 (11.6) 80 (15.1) 
57 (10.8) 46 (8.6) 
Master's degree 12 (2.3) 3 (0.6) 
Ph.D. 12 (2.3) 5 (1.0) 
Professional degree (M.D., law. 
ministry, nurse) 12 (2.3) 15 (3.3) 
Business school or secretarial school 8 (1.5) 22 (4.2) 
No response 4 (0.8) 3 (0.6) 
TOTAL 526 (100.0) 526 
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Of those students who reported that their parents had attended 
college, 61.3 percent indicated that their fathers had lived off campus 
and 47.1 reported that their mothers had lived off campus. Information 
contained in Table 17 disclosed that few parents of off-campus students 
had lived in fraternities or sororities while attending college. A 
higher percentage of mothers (41.8) than fathers (19.1) had lived in 
residence halls while attending college. That observation probably-
reflected former regulations on many campuses that women students could 
not live off campus unless they lived with their parents or a relative. 
Table 17. College residence of parents of off-cançus students 
College residence Father* 
n 
s residence 
% 
Mother* 
n 
s residence 
% 
Off campus 103 (61.3) 72 (47.1) 
Fraternity or sorority 33 (19.6) 17 (11.1) 
Residence hall 32 (19.1) 64 (41.8) 
TOTAL 168 (100.0) 153 (100.0) 
Off-campus students' estimates of their fathers' annual incomes were 
shown in Table 18. The mean annual income of fathers of off-campus 
students was computed to be $10,119. Incomes of between $5,000 and $9,000 
were reported by 45.8 percent of the off-campus students, while 19.6 
69 
percent reported their father's income to be between $10,000 and $14,000. 
Eleven students reported their fathers earned $30,000 or more. 
Table 18. Off-campus students' estimated annual income of fathers 
Income Total 
n % 
$0-4000 29 (5.5) 
$5000-9000 241 (45.8) 
$10000-14000 103 (19.6) 
$15000-19000 42 (8.0) 
$20000-24000 18 (3.4) 
$25000-29000 8 (1.5) 
$30000 or more 11 (2.1) 
Income given in gross figures 5 (1.0) 
Did not wish to answer 11 (2.1) 
Unknown 14 (2.7) 
Deceased 21 (3.9) 
Retired 5 (1.0) 
No response 18 (3.4) 
TOTAL 526 (100.0) 
Mean $10,119 
Students were asked to report the amount of independence their 
parents allowed them while in high school. A review of Table 19 suggested 
that 55.1 percent of the students felt their parents were quite lenient 
in allowing them independence, that 21.3 percent felt their parents were 
quite restrictive and that 20.9 percent were allowed as much independence 
as they wanted. 
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Table 19. Amount of independence parents allowed off-campus students 
while in high school 
Amount of independence 
Practically Quite Quite As much No 
none restrictive lenient as wanted response Total 
n % n % n % n % n % n 
Total 11 (2.1) 112 (21.3) 290 (55.1) 110 (20.9) 3 (0.6) 526 
College attendance patterns 
Data presented in Table 20 reported the number of quarters off-campus 
students had attended Iowa State University by year in college. Six 
freshmen had attended four or more quarters, 17 sophomores seven or more, 
24 juniors ten or more and 43 seniors thirteen or more quarters. Allowing 
for the fifteen students enrolled in the College of Veterinary Medicine 
as reported in Table 5, 75 students appeared to be behind schedule. 
Normal progress would usually presuppose completing the freshman year in 
three quarters, the sophomore year in six, the junior year in nine and 
the senior year in twelve quarters. Information supplied by the Registrar's 
Office indicated undergraduates attended ISU for thirteen quarters before 
receiving their degree. Being behind schedule appeared to be a 
phenomenon of ISU. 
Further evidence of students being behind schedule was noted in 
Table 21 where off-campus students reported their spring quarter gradua­
tion plans. Only 31.0 percent of the off-campxis seniors reported they 
planned to be graduated at the end of the current quarter. 
Table 20. Quarters off-campus students had attended ISU by year in college 
Quarters Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n 7o n % n % n % 
0-3 91 (92.9) 17 (12.4) 20 (16.5) - - - 128 (24.3) 
4-6 4 (4.1) 103 (75.2) 14 (12.4) 20 (11.7) 141 (26.9) 
7-9 1 (1.0) 14 (10.2) 62 (51.2) 27 (15.8) 104 (19.7) 
10-12 -- 1 (0.7) 21 (17.4) 80 (46.8) 102 (19.4) 
13-15 1 (1.0) 2 (1.5) 2 (1.7) 32 (18.7) 37 (7.0) 
16 or more -- - - - 1 (0.8) 11 (6.4) 12 (2.3) 
No response 1 (1.0) - - - - 1 (0.6) 2 (0.4) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 3.00 5.79 7.82 11.22 /• 7.50 
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Table 21. Spring quarter graduation plans of off-campus seniors 
Plan to be graduated Do not plan to be graduated 
current quarter current quarter Total 
n % n % n % 
53 (31.0) 118 (69.0) 171 (100.0) 
Eighty-eight and eight tenths percent of the freshmen, 79.6 percent 
of the sophomore, 66.7 percent of the juniors and 65.5 percent of the 
seniors reported they had not attended a college other than Iowa State 
University. The data seemed to indicate that most students transferred 
after either their freshman or sophomore years. Little decrease in the 
percentage of students who had attended only Iowa State was found between 
the junior and senior years. 
Fifty-one students reported they had attended an in-state, junior or 
community college before transferring to ISU. Out-of-state, state colleges 
or universities were attended by 30 students; in-state, four year private 
colleges were attended by 21 students; and out-of-state, four year private 
colleges by 20 students. 
It was noted that two freshmen and two juniors had attended two other 
colleges before transferring to Iowa State University. Four seniors had 
attended two other colleges and two seniors had attended three other 
colleges before transferring to Iowa State University. Data indicated 
26.2 percent of the students living off campus had transferred one or more 
times. 
Table 22. Other colleges off-campus students had attended by year in college 
Year 
College Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n 7o n % n % n % 
Attended only ISU 87 (88.8) 109 (79.6) 80 (66.7) 112 (65.5) 388 (73.8) 
U. of Iowa 12 3 5 11 
U. of Northern Iowa --4 1 4 9 
Junior or community 
college (in-state) 4 6 23 18 51 
Junior or community 
college (out of 
state) 1 2 3 
State college or 
university (out of 
state) 2 6 3 19 30 
Four-year private 
college (in-state) 2 7 7 5 21 
Four-year private 
college (out of 
state) 2 3 6 9 20 
Other 1 -- 1 5 7 
TOTAL 100* 137 124^ 179^ 540 
^Reflects two freshman who had attended 2 other colleges before transferring to ISU 
^Reflects four juniors who had attended 2 other colleges before transferring to ISU 
^Reflects four seniors who had attended 2 other colleges, and two seniors who had 
attended 3 other colleges before transferring to ISU 
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Table 23 consisted of data which indicated the number of quarters off-
campus students bad spent on temporary enrollment while enrolled at Iowa 
State. Figures indicated 74.5 percent of the off-campus students had never 
been on temporary enrollment. Fifteen percent had been on temporary 
enrollment for one quarter. A total of 9.5 percent of the off-Cgmpus 
students reported they had bean on temporary enrollment two or more quarters. 
Little percentage differences were found among freshmen, sophomores, 
juniors and seniors. 
Figures in Table 24 showed the number of times off-caucus students 
had dropped out of college since they started as freshmen. Only 8.1 
percent of the freshmen, 6.5 percent of the sophomores, 19.1 percent of 
the juniors and 20.5 percent of the seniors had dropped out of 
college one or more times. A slight increase was observed between the 
sophomore and junior years — an indication that those students who did 
drop out of college, and later returned, probably did so most frequently 
between their sophomore and junior years. 
Off-campus students were requested to indicate the frequency with 
which they had considered quitting college. Replies were recorded in 
Table 25. Approximately one-half of the off-campus students had never 
considered quitting college. Of the seniors, 54.4 percent had never 
considered quitting college. The figures indicated that those students 
who had considered quitting college probably did so before their senior 
year, thus leaving a higher percentage of students among the seniors who had 
never considered quitting college. Almost one-fourth of the off-campus 
students (24.7 percent) had occasionally considered quitting college and 
5.5 percent had frequently considered quitting. 
Table 23. Quarters off-campus students had spent on temporary enrollment at ISU by year in college 
Year 
Quarters Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7„ n % n 7, n % n % 
0 79 (80.6) 105 (76.6) 84 (70.0) 124 (72.5) 392 (74.5) 
1 16 (16.3) 21 (15.3) 21 (15.3) 21 (12.3) 79 (15.0) 
2 1 (1.0) 3 (2.2) 8 (6.7) 8 (4.7) 20 (3.8) 
3 1 (1.0) 3 (2.2) 3 (2.5) 8 (4.7) 15 (2.9) 
4 or more - 2 (1.4) 3 (2.4) 10 (5.8) 15 (2.8) 
No response 1 (1.0) 3 (2.2) 1 (0.8) - - - 5 (0.9) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Table 24. Times off-campus students dropped out of college since starting as freshmen by year in 
college 
Year 
Times dropped Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
out n % n % n % n % n % 
0 89 (90.8) 128 (93.4) 97 (80.8) 136 (79.5) 450 (85.6) 
1 7 (7.1) 8 (5.8) 21 (17.5) 25 (14.6) 61 (11.6) 
2 1 (1.0) 1 (0.8) 5 (2.9) 7 (1.3) 
3 or more 1 (0.7) 1 (0.8) 5 (3.0) 7 (1.3) 
No response 1 (1.0) • — — " — 1 (0.2) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Table 25. Frequency with which off-campus students considered quitting college by year in college 
Year 
Frequency Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
Never 51 (52.0) 62 (45.3) 50 (41.7) 93 (54.4) 256 (48.7) 
Once 17 (17.3) 34 (24.8) 31 (25.8) 26 (15.2) 108 (20.5) 
Occasionally 27 (27.6) 31 (22.6) 33 (27.5) 39 (22.8) 130 (24.7) 
Frequently 3 (3.1) 9 (6.6) 6 (5.0) 11 (6.4) 29 (5.5) 
No response 1 (0.7) ... 2 (1.2) 3 (0.6) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
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Changes in curriculinns were recorded in Table 26. Figures suggested 
a high percentage of off-campus students changed their curriculums at 
least once. Data revealed 76.5 percent of the freshmen, 46.0 percent of 
the sophomores, 41.7 percent of the juniors and 49.7 percent of the 
seniors had not changed their curriculums. Thus, the remaining students 
had changed their curriculums one or more times. Because of the large 
percentage drop between the freshman (76.5 percent) and sophomore 
(46.0 percent) years, of students who had not changed their curriculums, 
it appeared that that was the period when the greatest number of 
curriculum changes were made. Thirty-three students (6.3 percent) had 
changed their curriculums two times. Twenty-four students (4.6 percent) 
had changed their curriculums three times. Nine students (1.7 percent) 
had changed their curriculums four or more times. 
Students were asked to indicate their plans for college if they were 
to start to college again. Data in Table 27 indicated that 71.4 percent 
of the freshmen, 69.3 percent of the sophomores, 67.5 percent of the 
juniors and 52.6 percent of the seniors would choose the same curriculum 
at Iowa State. A total of 8.2 percent suggested they would attend Iowa 
State but enroll in a different curriculum. Those students who selected 
the same curriculum at another college numbered 15.2 percent. Those 
students who selected a different curriculum at a different college 
numbered 10.3 percent. A total of 25.5 percent did not select Iowa State 
as the school they would attend if starting again as freshmen. Seniors 
seemed least inclined to select Iowa State if starting college again as 
freshmen. Thirty-five and seven tenths percent of the seniors indicated 
Table 26. Times off-campus students had changed curriculums by year in college 
Year 
Curriculum Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
changes n % n % n % n % n % 
0 75 (76.5) 63 (46.0) 50 (41.7) 85 (49.7) 273 (51.9) 
1 18 (18.4) 62 (45.3) 48 (40.0) 55 (32.2) 183 (34.8) 
2 2 (2.0) 6 (4.4) 13 (10.8) 12 (7.0) 33 (6.3) 
3 1 (1.0) 3 (2.2) 5 (4.2) 15 (8.8) 24 (4.6) 
4 or more -- - 1 (0.7) 4 (3.3) 4 (2.4) 9 (1.7) 
No response 2 (2.0) 2 (1.5) - - - -— 4 (0.8) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 
Table 27. Off-campus students' plans for college if starting college again by year in college 
Year 
Plans Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7, n 7« n % n % n % 
Same curriculum at ISU 70 (71.4) 95 (69.3) 81 (67.5) 90 (52.6) 336 (63.9) 
Same curriculum at another 
college 11 (11.2) 15 (10.9) 19 (15.8) 35 (20.5) 80 (15.2) 
Different curriculum at ISU 7 (7.1) 10 (7.3) 10 (8.3) 16 (9.4) 43 (8.2) 
Different curriculum at 
different college 7 (7.1) 13 (9.5) 8 (6.7) 26 (15.2) 54 (10.3) 
Not attend college —- 4 (2.9) 2 (1.7) 4 (2.3) 10 (1,9) 
No response 3 (3.1) --- --- --- 3 (0.6) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
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they would attend a college other than Iowa State. The question did not 
differentiate between those students who would attend another college or 
junior college and then transfer to ISU as upperclassmen. Ten students 
indicated they would not attend college. 
Plans following graduation 
Plans following graduation of off-campus students were disclosed in 
Table 28. A job related to the students' curriculums (21.8 percent) and 
military service (21.4 percent) were the most frequently mentioned choices. 
Work (11.6 percent), business management or job in industry (10.0 percent) 
and graduate school (6.1 percent) were also frequently mentioned. The 
percent of students indicating military service as their plans following 
graduation increased as students progressed through school, suggesting 
military service became a more realistic possibility the closer students 
approached graduation. 
Address changes at ISU 
Students were asked to report the number of quarters they lived in 
the Men's Residence Association and/or in fraternities. Their responses 
were recorded in Tables 29 and 30. 
Data revealed 86.7 percent of the freshmen had never lived in the 
Men's Residence Association. Almost 30 percent of the sophomores, 40 
percent of the juniors and 50 percent of the seniors had lived in the 
Men's Residence Association for one quarter or more. A total of 27.0 
percent of the off-campus students had lived in the Men's Residence 
Association three or more quarters. Forty-four students had lived in the 
Table 28. Plans following graduation of off-campus students by year in college 
Year 
Plans Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n 7„ n % n 7. n 7. 
Graduate school 6 (6.0) 4 (2.9) 6 (5.0) 16 (9.4) 32 (6.1) 
Professional school 1 (1.0) 3 (2.2) 2 (1.6) 3 (1.8) 9 (1.7) 
Work 10 (10.0) 21 (15.3) 10 (8.3) 20 (11.7) 61 (11.6) 
Undecided 13 (13.0) 14 (10.2) 6 (5.0) 9 (5.3) 42 (8.0) 
Military service 11 (11.0) 26 (19.0) 29 (23.9) 47 (27.4) 113 (21.4) 
Teach 9 (9.0) 7 (5.1) 10 (8.3) 10 (5.9) 36 (6.8) 
Research 1 (1.0) 2 (1.5) 2 (1.6) 1 (0.6) 6 (1.1) 
Business, management, job In 
Industry 9 (9.0) 14 (10.2) 11 (9.1) 18 (10.5) 52 (10.0) 
Job related to curriculum 22 (22.0) 29 (21.2) 27 (22.3) 37 (21.5) 115 (21.8) 
Farm 6 (6.0) 8 (5.8) 8 (6.6) 4 (2.3) 26 (4.9) 
Church service 2 (2.0) --- 2 (1.6) --- 4 (0.8) 
Government service --- 1 (0.7) 1 (0.8) 3 (1.8) 5 (1.0) 
Pilot 1 (1.0) 1 (0.7) 1 (0.8) - - - 3 (0.6) 
Miscellaneous 2 (2.0) 5 (3.7) 2 (1.6) 2 (1.2) 11 (2.1) 
No response 5 (5.0) 2 (1.5) 3 (2.5) 1 (0.6) 11 (2.1) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 
Table 29. Quarters off-campus students had lived in the Men's Residence Association by year in 
college 
Quarters Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n % n % n % n % 
0 85 (86.7) 96 (70.1) 71 (59.2) 87 (50.9) 339 (64.5) 
1 2 (2.0) 9 (6.6) 3 (2.5) 6 (3.5) 20 (3.8) 
2 9 (9.2) 2 (1.5) 2 (1.7) 9 (5.3) 22 (4.6) 
3 20 (14.6) 14 (11.8) 11 (6.4) 45 (8.5) 
4-6 2 (2.0) 9 (6.6) 20 (16.7) 22 (12.9) 53 (10.1) 
7-9 --- 8 (6.6) 22 (12.9) 30 (5.7) 
10 or more - - - - - - 14 (8.2) 14 (2.7) 
No response 1 (0.7) 2 (1.6) - - - 3 (0.6) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Table 30. Quarters off-campus students had lived in a fraternity by year in college 
Year 
Quarters Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n % n % n % n % 
0 94 (95.9) 117 (85.4) 109 (91.0) 149 (87.1) 469 (89.2) 
1 3 (3.1) 8 (5.8) 1 (0.8) 10 (5.8) 22 (4.2) 
2 1 (1.0) 8 (5.8) 5 (4.1) 9 (5.3) 23 (4.4) 
3 -— 3 (2.2) -— 2 (1.2) 5 (0.9) 
4 or more -— - - - 3 (2.5) 1 (0.6) 4 (0.8) 
No response — 1 (0.7) 2 (1.6) -- 3 (0.6) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
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Men's Residence Association for seven or more quarters, two or more 
academic years. 
Few off-campus students had ever resided in a fraternity. Ninety-five 
and nine tenths percent of the freshmen, 85.4 percent of the sophomores, 
91.0 percent of the juniors and 87.1 percent of the seniors had never lived 
in a fraternity. Only 10.3 percent of the total (54 men) had ever resided 
in a fraternity. Only nine men had resided in a fraternity three or 
more quarters. 
Off-campus students were asked to report where they would choose to 
live if they were starting college again as ISU freshmen. "Off-campus", 
"residence halls" and "fraternities" were the answers provided. Thirteen 
students marked more than one answer. Double answers were included along 
with the single answers in Table 31. A total of 70.8 percent of the 
off-campus students reported they would select to live off campus if they 
were starting to college again as freshmen; 17.6 percent selected residence 
halls; and only 9.1 percent reported they would want to live in a fraternity. 
Several students noted they would live in residence halls for a period of 
time_and then move off caucus. 
Data reported in Table 32 indicated that 73.8 percent of the off-
campus students included in the study had not changed their addresses during 
the current academic year. Twenty-one and one tenth percent indicated they 
had had two addresses during the current academic year, an indication they 
had moved once during the year. Four percent of the off-campus students 
had had three addresses. Only one student had had as many as four 
addresses during the academic year. Very little difference in mobility 
Table 31. Where off-campus students would choose to live if starting college again by year in 
college 
Year 
Where lived Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
Off campus 72 (73.5) 106 (77.4) 81 (67.5) 113 (66.1) 372 (70.8) 
Residence halls 16 (16.3) 21 (15.3) 26 (21.6) 30 (17.5) 93 (17.6) 
Fraternity 9 (9.2) 6 (4.4) 11 (9.2) 22 (12.9) 48 (9.1) 
Residence halls or 
fraternity 1 (1.0) 1 (0.7) -- - 1 (0.6) 3 (0.6) 
Off campus or 
fraternity — 1 (0.7) 1 (0.8) 4 (2.3) 6 (1.1) 
Off campus or 
residence halls — — " -— — 1 (0.8) 1 (0.6) 2 (0.4) 
No response - - - 2 (1.5) --- - - - 2 (0.4) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
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Table 32. Number of mailing addresses off-campus students had during current school year by year 
in college 
Year 
Number addresses Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
1 74 (75.5) 100 (73.0) 84 (70.2) 130 (76.0) 388 (73.8) 
2 16 (16.3) 30 (21.9) 30 (24.8) 35 (20.5) 111 (21.1) 
3 7 (7.1) 3 (2.2) 6 (5.0) 5 (2.9) 21 (4.0) 
4 --- 1 (0.7) --- --- 1 (0.2) 
No response 1 (1.0) 3 (2.2) --- 1 (0.6) 5 (1.0) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
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was observed between freshmen, sophomores, juniors and seniors. 
Mean figures were computed for the number of mailing addresses 
students had had while enrolled at Iowa State. As would be expected, 
seniors had the highest mean number (3.25). Juniors had 2.54, followed by 
sophomores with 2.17 and freshmen with 1.38. The figures as reported in 
Table 33 indicated that there was not great mobility during the academic 
year-once a student selected a place to live he generally remained for 
the year. 
Off-Campus Living Accommodations 
This section of the study considered the living accommodations of 
students living off campus. The type of structures, overall condition, 
location of living accommodations in Ames, distance from campus, 
transportation used to get to caucus, methods of locating place of 
residence and reasons students selected to live where they did were 
discussed. 
Type of structure 
The types of structures off-campus students lived in were reported 
in Table 34. Twenty-six and seven tenths percent of all off-campus 
students lived in rooming houses; 25.8 percent lived in apartment houses; 
and 25.4 percent lived in single dwelling units. Duplexes and trailers -
housed 9.8 percent of the off-canqjus students. 
To test the null hypothesis, "No differences existed between the 
type of structures off-campus students lived in and the year the off-campus 
students were in college," a chi square test of significance was 
Table 33. Number of mailing addresses off-campus students had while enrolled at ISU by year in 
college 
Year 
Number addresses Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n 7o n % n % n 7. 
1 69 (70.4) 39 (28.5) 38 (32.2) 27 (15.8) 175 (33.0) 
2 19 (19.4) 52 (38.0) 25 (20.7) 28 (16.4) 124 (23.5) 
3 7 (7.1) 25 (18.2) 31 (25.6) 49 (28.7) 112 (21.3) 
4 --- 12 (8.8) 13 (10.7) 26 (15.2) 51 (9.7) 
5 1 (1.0) 5 (3.6) 8 (6.6) 20 (11.7) 34 (6.4) 
6 . . .  2 (1.7) 9 (5.3) 11 (2.1) 
7 . . .  2 (1.7) 8 (4.7) 10 (2.0) 
8 1 (0.8) 1 (0.6) 2 (0.4) 
No response 2 (2.0) 4 (2.9) 3 (1.8) 9 (1.7) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 1. 38 2. 17 2. 54 3. 25 2. 46 
Table 34. Type of structure off-campus students lived in by year in college 
Year 
Structure Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n 7o n 7. n % n % 
Single dwelling unit 30 (30.6) 30 (21.9) 29 (24.8) 44 (25.7) 133 (25.4) 
Duplex 3 (3.1) 7 (5.1) 7 (5.8) 10 (5.8) 27 (5.1) 
Rooming house 31 (31.6) 43 (31.4) 30 (24.8) 36 (21.1) 140 (26.7) 
Apartment house 20 (20.4) 41 (29.9) 30 (24.8) 45 (26.3) 136 (25.8) 
Trailer 2 (2.0) 1 (0.7) 8 (6.6) 14 (8.2) 25 (4.7) 
Other 10 (10.2) 15 (10.9) 14 (11.6) 21 (12.3) 60 (11.4) 
No response 2 (2.0) - 2 (1.7) 1 (0.6) 5 (0.9) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
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conducted. Types of structures were grouped into four categories: 
single dwelling units; rooming houses; apartment houses; and duplex, 
trailer and other. The confuted chi square value was 13.115 which was 
less than the table value of 16.919 at the five percent level of 
significance. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 
The mobility of students living in different types of structures 
was studied by recording the number of mailing addresses off-cançus 
students had had at ISU during the school year by the type of structure 
they had lived in. It was found that those students living in rooming 
houses moved the fewest times. Ninety percent had had only one address. 
The data showed that 82.1 percent of those students living in single 
dwelling units had had only one address ; whereas 59.6 percent of those 
students living in apartments, and 52.0 percent of those living in 
duplexes had had only one address. 
Computed mean figures indicating the number of times students had 
moved showed differences occurred among students living in different 
types of structures. Students living in rooming houses had the lowest 
mean number of address changes (1.08). Students living in single 
dwellings reported changing addresses a mean of 1.19 times. Students 
residing in duplexes reported the greatest number of address changes (1.63). 
To determine whether there was a statistically significant relation­
ship between the number of mailing addresses students had had at Iowa 
State during the school year by the type of structure they lived in, the 
null hypothesis, "No difference existed between the number of mailing 
addresses students had had at Iowa State during the school year and the 
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type of structure lived in," was tested. The data were grouped into the 
six categories as shown in Table 35. The no response category was not 
included in the chi square conq)utations. Students who had had only one 
address were placed in the "not-moved" category and those students with 
two or more addresses were placed in a category designated "moved". The 
computed chi square value was 62.017 which was greater than the table 
value of 11.070 at the five percent level of significance. The null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
The number of people that lived in the same building with off-campus 
students was recorded in Table 36. Computed mean figures showed freshmen 
had the fewest number of people (7.96) living in the same building. 
Juniors lived in buildings with a mean number of 8.13 other people, 
sophomores 11.65 and seniors 10.05. A total of 36.9 percent of the off-
cançus students lived in buildings with one to four people, while 28.6 
percent lived in buildings with five to nine people. It was shown in the 
table that 12.0 percent of the off-campus students lived in dwellings with 
twenty or more people. 
The number of people that lived in the same building as the off-campus 
students by type of structure was recorded in Table 37. Students living in 
apartment houses reported a mean of 19.07 other people living in their 
buildings. Students living in rooming houses reported a mean of 9.97; 
duplexes, 6.38; single dwellings, 4.58 and trailers, 2.04. The large 
number of persons reported living in apartment houses could be accounted 
for by the large apartment complexes in Ames. Rooming houses were 
generally converted single dwelling units. The number of students they 
Table 35. Number of mailing addresses off-campus students had at ISU during the current school 
year by type of structure lived in 
Number addresses 
No 
Structure 1 2 3 4 response Total Mean 
n % n % n % n % n % n 
Single 
dwelling 109 (82.1) 18 (13.4) 4 (3.0) - - 2 (1.4) 133 1.19 
Duplex 11 (40.7) 15 (55.6) 1 (3.7) -- -- 27 1.63 
Rooming 
house 126 (90.0) 13 (9.3) -- — — 1 (0.7) 140 1.08 
Apartment 
house 81 (59.6) 41 (30.1) 12 (8.8) 1 (0.7) 1 (0.7) 136 1.50 
Trailer 13 (52.0) 11 (44.0) 1 (4.0) -- -- 25 1.52 
Other 44 (73.3) 12 (20.0) 3 (5.0) - - 1 (1.7) 60 1.30 
No response 4 1 -- -- -- 5 1.20 
TOTAL 388 (73.8) 111 (21.1) 21 (4.0) 1 (0.2) 5 (1.0) 526 1.29 
Table 36. Number of people that lived in same building as off-campus students by year in college 
Year 
No. people Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7„ n 7o n % n 7, n 7, 
0 1 (1.0) 4 (2.9) 2 (1.7) 3 (1.8) 10 (1.9) 
1-4 42 (42.9) 39 (28.5) 48 (40.0) 65 (38.0) 194 (36.9) 
5-9 28 (28.6) 34 (24.8) 38 (31.7) 50 (29.2) 150 (28.6) 
10-14 13 (13.3) 32 (23.4) 11 (9.2) 22 (12.9) 78 (14.8) 
15-19 2 (2.0) 7 (5.1) 6 (5.0) 6 (3.5) 21 (4.0) 
20-24 5 (5.1) 13 (9.5) 7 (5.9) 8 (4.7) 33 (6.3) 
25 or more 4 (4.1) 8 (5.8) 5 (4.1) 13 (7.6) 30 (5.7) 
No response 3 (3.1) - - - 3 (2.5) 4 (2.3) 10 (1.9) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 7. 96 11. 65 8.13 10.05 9. 66 
Table 37. Number of people that lived in same building as off-campus students by type of 
structure 
Number people 
Structure 0 1-4 5-9 10-14 15-19 20-24 
n 7o n 7o n 7. n % n % n % 
Single dwelling 4 (3.0) 77 (58.0) 43 (32.3) 5 (3.7) 2 (1.5) 1 (0.7) 
Duplex — 10 (37.0) 10 (37.0) 5 (18.5) --- 1 (3.7) 
Rooming house --- 33 (23.6) 47 (33.6) 27 (19.3) 16 (11.4) 10 (7.1) 
Apartment house — 18 (13.2) 29 (21.3) 36 (26.5) 3 (2.2) 20 (14.7) 
Trailer 3 (12.0) 21 (84.0) 1 (4.0) --- -- - -— 
Other 3 (5.0) 34 (56.7) 18 (30.0) 4 (6.7) -- - -— 
No response --- 1 2 1 --- ---
Total 10 194 150 78 21 33 
Table 37 (Continued) 
Number people 
Structure 25 or more No response Total Mean 
n % n % n 
Single dwelling 1 (0.7) - -- - 133 4. 58 
Duplex - -• - 1 (3. 7) 27 6. ,38 
Rooming house 5 (3.6) 2 (1. 4) 140 9. 97 
Apartment house 24 (17.6) 6 (4. 4) 136 19. 07 
Trailer - -— - -• - 25 2. 04 
Other - -— 1 (1. 7) 60 4. 49 
No response - -- - - -• - 5 7. 20 
TOTAL 30 10 526 9. .66 
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held was limited by original size and the resourcefulness of persons who 
remodeled them. 
The locations of off-campus students' living accommodations within a 
building were reported in Table 38. It was observed that 18.0 percent of 
the off-campus students lived in basements, 10.1 percent lived in walk-out 
basements — a total of 28.1 percent of the students living in sub-level 
facilities. Many Ames homeowners rented their basements to college 
students. Twenty-three and four tenths percent of the students reported 
they lived on the first floor while 33.1 percent reported they lived on the 
second floor. Only 7.0 percent of the students lived on a third floor level 
or above. Few buildings in Ames were taller than three stories. Few 
differences were observed in each categoiry when compared by year in 
college. 
Differences were found among the locations of living accommodations 
within buildings by types of structure. Forty-two percent of the students 
who lived in basements and 47.2 percent of the students who lived in 
walk-out basements lived in single unit dwellings — further evidence that 
Ames homeowners were renting their basements to students living off campus. 
Students who lived on the third floor level or above were predominantly 
found in rooming houses (44.4 percent) or apartment houses (44.4 percent). 
Forty-six percent of the students who lived on the second floor level were 
found in rooming houses while 28.7 percent were found in apartment houses. 
The above information was recorded in Table 39. 
The number of roommates off-campus students had at the time of the 
study by type of residence structure was shown in Table 40. Consideration 
Table 38. Location of off-campus students' living accommodations within a building by year in 
college 
Year 
Location within Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
building n % n % n % n % n % 
Basement 17 (17.3) 27 (19.7) 20 (16.6) 31 (18.1) 95 (18.0) 
Walkout basement 8 (8.2) 16 (11.7) 12 (10.0) 17 (9.9) 53 (10.1) 
First floor 21 (21.4) 29 (21.2) 36 (30.1) 37 (21.6) 123 (23.4) 
Second floor 34 (34.7) 47 (34.3) 39 (32.5) 54 (31.6) 174 (33.1) 
Third floor or above 11 (11.2) 8 (5.8) 3 (2.5) 15 (8.8) 37 (7.0) 
Whole house or two 
stories 6 (6.1) 8 (5.8) 7 (5.8) 8 (4.7) 29 (5.6) 
No response 1 (1.0) 2 (1.4) 3 (2.5) 9 (5.3) 15 (2.8) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Table 39. Location of off-campus students' living accommodations within a building by type of 
structure 
Location within building 
Third Whole or 
Walkout First Second floor two No 
Structure Basement Basement floor floor or above stairs response Total 
n % n % n 7o n % n 7, n % n n 
Single 
dwelling 40 (42.0) 25 (47.2) 27 (21.9) 28 (16.1) 3 (5.6) 9 (31.0) 1 134 
Duplex 1 (1.1) 5 (9.4) 11 (8.9) 7 (4.0) 2 (6.9) 1 27 
Rooming 
house 20 (21.0) 7 (13.2) 12 (9.8) 80 (46.0) 16 (44.4) 3 (10.3) 2 140 
Apartment 
house 12 (12.6) 10 (18.9) 42 (34.1) 50 (28.7) 16 (44.4) 5 (17.2) 1 136 
Trailer --- -- - 15 (12.2) 1 (0.6) - •  • - 9 25 
Other 19 (20.1) 6 (11.3) 15 (12.2) 7 (4.0) 2 (5.6) 10 (34.5) 1 60 
No 
response 3 (3.2) -- - 1 (0.8) 1 (0.6) - -•- - - - 5 
TOTAL 95 53 123 174 37 29 15 526 
Table 40. Number of roommates off-campus students had at time of study by type of residence 
structure 
Room­
mates 
Single 
dwelling 
n % 
Duplex 
n 7o 
Rooming 
house 
n % 
Type structure 
Apartment 
house Trailer 
n 7. n 7o 
Other 
n 7o 
No 
response 
n 7, 
Total 
n 7o 
0 56 (42.1) 1 (3.7) 52 (37.1) 13 (9.6) 3 (12.0) 18 (30.0) 1 (20.0) 144 (27.4) 
1 36 (27.1) 9 (33.3) 65 (46.4) 49 (36.0) 14 (56.0) 14 (23.3) 3 (60.0) 190 (36.1) 
2 22 (16.5) 11 (40.7) 15 (10.7) 51 (37.5) 6 (24.0) 7 (11.7) 1 (20.0) 113 (21.5) 
3 10 (7.5) 5 (18.5) 6 (4.3) 19 (14.0) 2 (8.0) 14 (23.3) - - - 56 (10.6) 
4 7 (5.3) 1 (3.7) 1 (0.7) 2 (1.5) --- 5 (8.3) - - - 16 (3.0) 
5 or more 2 (1.5) -- - - - 2 (0.4) 
No 
response 2 (1.5) 1 (0.7) - - - 2 (3.3) - - - 5 (0.9) 
TOTAL 133 27 140 136 25 60 5 526 (100.0) 
Mean 1. 05 1. 85 0. 84 1. 66 1.28 1. 55 1.00 1. 26 
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of the data revealed that 27.4 percent of the off-campus students did not 
have a roommate. Thirty-six and one tenth percent of the students had one 
roommate while 21.5 percent had two other roommates. The greatest percent 
of students without roommates lived in single dwelling units (42.1). Many 
of the students who lived in single dwelling units lived at home with their 
parents and, therefore, probably had a room to themselves. A large number 
of students who lived in rooming houses also lived alone (37.1 percent). 
Few students who lived in duplexes, apartment houses or trailers lived 
alone. The expense involved in renting the latter type of structures would 
usually necessitate a roommate to share expenses. 
Overall condition 
The overall conditions of the premises in which off-campus students 
lived were presented in Table 41. Excellent was the description given to 
the condition of the premises in which 27.3 percent of the students lived 
while 39.7 percent of the students described their conditions as good and 
25.8 percent described them as fair. Few students (5.7 percent) 
described their conditions as poor and only six students (1.1 percent) 
described the condition of their premises as very undesirable. The 
figures suggested that the majority of students were satisfied with the 
conditions of the premises in which they lived. 
To determine whether there was a statistically significant difference 
between the overall conditions of the premises in which students lived 
and the year they were in college, a chi square test of significance was 
conducted. The null hypothesis, "No differences existed between the 
overall condition of the premises in which students lived and the year they 
Table 41. Overall conditions of the premises in which off-campus students lived by year in college 
Year in college 
Condition Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
Excellent 28 (28.6) 34 (24.8) 32 (26.4) 50 (29.2) 144 (27.3) 
Good 37 (37.8) 53 (38.7) 50 (41.3) 69 (40.3) 209 (39.7) 
Fair 25 (25.5) 40 (29.2) 33 (28.1) 37 (21.6) 135 (25.8) 
Poor 5 (5.1) 8 (5.8) 4 (3.3) 13 (7.6) 30 (5.7) 
Very undesirable 2 (2.0) 2 (1.5) --- 2 (1.2) 6 (1.1) 
No response 1 (1.0) -— 1 (0.8) --- 2 (0.4) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
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were in college," was stated. The data were grouped into four categories: 
excellent, good, fair, and a combined category of poor and very 
undesirable. The category no responses was not included in the test for 
significance. The computed chi square value was 5.879 which was less than 
the table value of 16.919 at the five percent level of significance. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. Observation of data in 
Table 41 suggested only very slight differences occurred. 
Consideration of data in Table 42 revealed the overall conditions 
of the premises in which off-campus students lived by type of structure. 
Ratings of excellent were given to 44.8 percent of the single dwellings 
and 36.0 percent of the trailers but to only 16.2 percent of the apartment 
houses and 15.0 percent of the rooming houses. Ratings of poor and very 
undesirable were awarded primarily to the rooming houses and apartment 
houses. 
To test the null hypothesis, "No differences existed between the 
overall conditions of the premises in which off-cançus students lived and the 
type of structure lived in," the data were classified into four groups 
rated by conditions: excellent, good, fair and poor and very undesirable, 
and into four groups described by''structure: single dwelling units, 
rooming houses, apartment houses and other. The computed chi square value 
was 62.931 which was greater than the table value of 16.919 at the five 
percent level of significance. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Students were asked to list their opinions of the premises in which 
they lived. The resulting opinions were presented in Table 43. Forty-six 
and eight tenths percent of the students reported that they were satisfied 
Table 42. Overall conditions of the premises in which off-campus students lived by type of 
structure 
Condition very No 
Structure Excellent Good Fair Poor undesirable response Total 
n % n % n % n % n % n % n 
Single 
dwelling 60 (44.8) 49 (36.6) 21 (16.4) 3 (2.2) 133 
Duplex 6 (22.2) 12 (44.4) 8 (29.6) 1 (3.7) - - - 27 
Rooming 
house 21 (15.0) 60 (42.9) 40 (28.6) 12 (8.6) 5 (3.6) 2 (1.4) 140 
Apartment 
house 22 (16.2) 51 (37.5) 48 (35.3) 14 (10.3) 1 (0.7) 136 
Trailer 9 (36.0) 12 (48.0) 4 (16.0) --- 25 
Other 25 (41.7) 24 (40.0) 11 (18.3) --- 60 
No 
response 1 1 3 --- 5 
TOTAL 144 209 135 30 6 2 526 
Table 43. Off-campus students' opinions of the premises in which they lived by year in college 
Year 
Opinion Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n 7o n 7, n 7, n 7. 
Satisfied remain 43 (43.9) 62 (45.3) 62 (51.7) 80 (46.8) 247 (46.8) 
Satisfied move 35 (35.7) 53 (38.7) 36 (30.1) 68 (39.8) 192 (36.5) 
Unsatisfied remain 7 (7.1) 4 (2.9) 9 (7.4) 7 (4.1) 27 (5.1) 
Unsatisfied move 12 (12.2) 18 (13.1) 11 (9.2) 16 (9.4) 57 (10.8) 
No response 1 (1.0) --- 2 (1.6) — 3 (0.6) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
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and planned to remain in their present premises while 36.5 percent 
reported they were satisfied but planned to move from their present 
structure. Five and one tenth percent of the students noted they were 
unsatisfied with their present premises but planned to remain there 
anyway. Those students who were unsatisfied with their premises and 
planned to move included 10.8 percent of the off-campus students. 
Totaling the percentages of the two groups who expressed satisfied opinions 
indicated that 83.3 percent of the students seemed to be satisfied with 
their present premises. No explanation was evident of why students who 
were seemingly satisfied with their present premises planned to move or 
why the few students who were unsatisfied with their present premises 
planned to remain in them. 
The overall conditions of the premises in which off-campus students 
lived were related to students' opinions of their premises in Table 44. 
Those students who rated their conditions as excellent were almost 
unanimously satisfied, with 68.1 percent satisfied enough to remain. 
Those students who rated their conditions as good also seemed generally 
satisfied. Forty-nine and eight tenths percent of those students who 
rated their conditions as good planned to remain in them. Few of the 
students who rated their conditions as poor were satisfied with those 
conditions while none of those rating their conditions as very undesirable 
were satisfied. 
Table 45 contained data which reported a need for the university to 
inspect and approve student housing. A total of 51.4 percent of the 
off-can^us students responded that the university should inspect off-campus 
Table 44. Overall conditions of the premises in which off-campus students lived and student opinion 
of premises 
Condition 
Very No 
Opinion Excellent Good Fair Poor undesirable response Total 
n % n % n % n % n % n n 
Satisfied 
remain 98 (68.1) 104 (49.8) 42 (31.1) 3 (10.0) — 247 
Satisfied 
move 42 (29.2) 96 (45.9) 49 (36.2) 5 (16.7) — — 192 
Unsatisfied 
remain 1 (0.7) 2 (1.0) 14 (10.4) 8 (26.7) 1 (16.7) 1 27 
Unsatisfied 
move 3 (2.1) 7 (3.3) 28 (20.8) 14 (48.7) 5 (83.3) — 57 
No 
response --- --- 2 (1.5) --- --- 1 3 
TOTAL 144 209 135 30 6 2 526 
Table 45. Off-campus students' opinions of the need for the university to inspect and approve 
student housing by year in college 
Year in college 
Need to inspect Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
Yes 56 (57. 1) 77 (56.2) 58 (47. 9) 80 (46.8) 271 (51. 4) 
No 38 (38. 8) 58 (42.3) 62 (52, 1) 89 (52.0) 247 (47. 1) 
No response 4 (4. 1) 2 (1.5) --- 2 (1.2) 8 (1. 5) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100. 0) 
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student housing while 47.1 percent replied that the university did not need 
to inspect student housing. Freshmen (57.1 percent) and sophomores 
(56.2 percent) responded more favorably to the idea of the university's 
inspecting and approving student housing than did juniors (47.9 percent) 
or seniors (46.8 percent). 
The null hypothesis, "No differences existed between the overall 
conditions of the premises in which the students lived and their opinions 
of the need for the university to inspect and approve student housing," was 
tested from information presented in Table 46. The no response categories 
were not included in the computation of the chi square value. Poor and 
very undesirable were combined into one category for the purpose of 
creating expected frequencies greater than five in each cell of the table. 
The computed chi square value was 3.677 which was less than the table value 
of 7.815 at the five percent level of significance. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was not rejected. 
As was suggested by the test for significance, few differences were 
found between the conditions of the premises and students* opinions of the 
need for the university to inspect. Those students who rated their 
living conditions as poor and those students who rated their conditions as 
very undesirable did report a slightly higher need for the university to 
inspect off-campus student housing. 
A high percent (86.3) of the off-campus students did report a need for 
the university to provide a listing of available off-campus accommodations 
for students seeking housing off campus. The information was presented 
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Table 46. Overall conditions of the premises in which off-campus students 
lived and opinion of need for the university to inspect and 
approve student housing 
Need to inspect 
Condition Yes No response Total 
n % n % n % n % 
Excellent 68 (47.2) 73 (50.7) 3 (2.1) 144 (27.3) 
Good 109 (52.2) 97 (46.4) 3 (1.4) 209 (39.7) 
Fair 69 (50.7) 65 (48.5) 1 (0.7) 135 (25.8) 
Poor 18 (60.0) 11 (36.7) 1 (3.3) 30 (5.7) 
Very 
undesirable 5 (83.3) 1 (16.7) 6 (1.1) 
No 
response 2 2 (0.4) 
TOTAL 271 (51.4) 247 (47.1) 8 (1.5) 526 (100.0) 
in Table 47. Little percentage differences were found among the different 
college classes. The information as recorded in Table 47 suggested that 
the off-campus housing listing service provided by the Department of 
Residence should be maintained. 
A list of problems that could exist in student living accommodations was 
provided to the students. They were asked to check those problems they 
found in their present living accommodations. The list of problems and 
students' responses to them were presented in Table 48. The frequency of 
occurrence of the listed problems was low. The most frequently reported 
problem was sound proofing (31.9 percent). Heat (26.6 percent) and 
electrical wiring (20.0 percent) were checked with some consistency. 
Table 47. Off-campus students' felt need for the university to provide a listing of available 
off-campus accommodations for students seeking housing by year in college 
Year 
Need Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7. n % n 7. n % n % 
List needed 83 (84.7) 118 (86.1) 108 (90.0) 145 (84.8) 454 (86.3) 
List not needed 11 (11.2) 16 (11.7) 10 (8.3) 21 (12.3) 58 (11.0) 
No response 4 (4.1) 3 (2.2) 2 (1.7) 5 (2.9) 14 (2.7) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
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Other problems and the frequency with which they were noted included: 
fire safety (17.9 percent), plumbing (16.3 percent), insect problems 
(16.2 percent), ventilation (15.6 percent), neighbors (10.6 percent), 
windows (9.3 percent) and sanitation (6.1 percent). 
Table 48. Problem areas that occurred in off-cançus living 
accommodations 
Was problem found? 
Problem Yes No Total 
n % n % n 
Insect 85 (16.2) 441 (83.8) 526 
Sanitation 32 (6.1) 494 (93.9) 526 
Plumbing 86 (16.3) 440 (83.6) 526 
Fire Safety 94 (17.9) 432 (82.1) 526 
Heat 140 (26.6) 386 (73.4) 526 
Electrical wiring 105 (20.0) 421 (80.0) 526 
Sound-proofing 168 (31.9) 358 (68.1) 526 
Ventilation 82 (15.6) 444 (84.4) 526 
Windows 49 (9.3) 477 (90.7) 526 
Neighbors 56 (10.6) 470 (89.4) 526 
Little difference was found in the possession of a telephone by 
academic year. Data concerning telephones was presented in Table 49. 
Ninety-two and six tenths percent of all off-campus students reported 
they had telephones in their residences. 
Table 49. Number of off-campus students who had telephones in their residences by year in 
college 
I 
Year 
Telephone Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n % n % n % n % 
Yes 89 (90.8) 124 (90.5) 115 (94.2) 161 (94.1) 487 (92.6) 
No 9 (9.2) 12 (8.8) 6 (5.0) 10 (5.8) 37 (7.0) 
No response -- 1 (0.7) 1 (0.8) -— 2 (0.4) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
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Location in Ames 
Data presented in Table 50 revealed the location of places of residence 
of off-campus students in Ames by year in college. Consideration of the 
data suggested that 38.1 percent of the students lived north of Lincoln 
Way and west of the university. Thirty-one and five tenths percent of 
the students lived south of Lincoln Way and west of Beach Avenue. 
Twenty-three percent of the students lived north of Lincoln Way and east 
of the university. Few students (6.3 percent) lived south of Lincoln Way 
and east of Beach Avenue. The highest concentration of students was found 
immediately south and/or west of the university caiiq>us. 
Slight differences were observed in the location of students by 
academic year. A slightly higher percentage of freshmen lived north of 
Lincoln Way and west of the university while a slightly higher percentage 
of juniors and seniors lived north of Lincoln Way and east of the 
university. 
To determine whether there was a statistically significant relation­
ship between the location of the place of residence of off-campus students 
in Ames by year in college, data were classified as shown in Table 50. 
The no response categories were not included in the chi square test for 
significance. The computed chi square value was 15.895 which was less 
than the table value of 16.919 at the five percent level of significance. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis, "No differences existed between the 
locations of the place of residence of off-campus students in Ames and 
the class off-campus students were in at the university," was not 
rejected. 
Table 50. Location of places of residence of off-campus students in Ames by year in college 
Year in college 
Location in Ames Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n 7o n % n % n % 
N. of L, Way, W. of 
Univ. 46 (46.9) 52 (38.0) 40 (33.3) 62 (36.3) 200 (38.1) 
N. of L. Way, E. of 
Univ. 21 (21.4) 26 (19.0) 32 (26.7) 42 (24.6) 121 (23.0) 
S. of L. Way, W. of 
Beach 24 (24.5) 51 (37.2) 43 (35.8) 48 (28.1) 166 (31.5) 
8. of L. Way, E. of 
Beach 5 (5.1) 5 (3.6) 5 (4.2) 18 (10.5) 33 (6.3) 
No response 2 (2.0) 3 (2.2) — 1 (0.6) 6 (1.1) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
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Consideration of the data in Table 51 revealed the location of the 
place of residence of off-campus students in Ames by type of structure. 
Several differences were observed. A high percentage of students who 
lived north of Lincoln Way and east of the university lived in single 
dwellings (48.8) while few students who lived in rooming houses (8.3 
percent) were found in that section of Ames. The percentage of students 
in each section of Ames who lived in apartment houses and duplexes did 
not differ greatly. Those students who lived in rooming houses appeared 
to be concentrated near the university either north of Lincoln Way and 
west of the university or south of Lincoln Way and west of Beach Avenue. 
Observation of Table 52 showed the location of the place of residence 
of off-campus students in Ames by the location of living accommodations 
within a building. A high percent (44.6 percent) of students living 
north of Lincoln Way and east of the university were found to have lived 
in basements or walk-out basements. That observation was in accord with 
previous tables which showed students who lived in basements most 
frequently lived in single structures and students who lived in single 
structures were most frequently found in the northeast section of Ames. 
A higher percent (43.4 percent) of students who lived south of Lincoln Way 
and west of Beach Avenue were found to have lived on the second floor level 
than was the case in the other sections of town. 
The null hypothesis, "No differences existed between the overall 
condition of the premises in which students lived and the location of 
the premises in Ames," was tested for significance by the chi square test. 
Table 51. Location of places of residence of off-campus students in Ames by type of structure 
Location in Ames 
Structure 
N. L. Way 
W. Univ. 
N. L. Way 
E. Univ. 
8. L. Way 
W. Beach 
S. 
E. 
L. Way 
Beach 
No 
response Total 
n % n % n % n % n n 
Single 
dwelling 37 (18.5) 59 (48.8) 29 (17.5) 8 (24.2) 133 
Duplex 10 (5,0) 8 (6.6) 8 (4.8) 1 (3.0) - - - 27 
Rooming 
house 63 (31.5) 10 (8.3) 56 (33.7) 7 (21.2) 4 140 
Apartment 
house 60 (30.0) 19 (15.7) 49 (29.5) 8 (24.2) — — — 136 
Trailer 13 (6.5) 2 (1.7) 5 (3.0) 5 (15.1) --- 25 
Other 16 (8.0) 23 (19.0) 16 (9.6) 3 (9.1) 2 60 
No response 1 (0.5) --- 3 (1.8) 1 (3.0) - - - 5 
TOTAL 200 121 166 33 6 526 
Table 52. Location of places of residence of off-campus students in Ames by location of living 
accommodations within a building 
Location of living accommodations within building 
Whole 
Third house or 
Location in Base- Walkout First Second floor or two No 
Ames ment basement floor floor above stories response Total 
n 7o n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 
N. L. Way 
W. Univ. 26 (12.9) 23 (11.4) 48 (23.9) 69 (34.8) 21 (10.4) 7 (3.5) 6 (3.0) 200 
N. L. Way 
E. Univ. 37 (30.6) 17 (14.0) 28 (23.1) 20 (16.5) 1 14 (11.6) 4 (3.3) 121 
S. L. Way 
W. Beach 28 (16.9) 10 (6.0) 39 (23.5) 72 (43.4) 9 (5.4) 6 (3.6) 2 (1.2) 166 
S. L. Way 
E. Beach 3 (9.1) 3 (9.1) 7 (21.2) 9 (27.3) 6 (18.2) 1 (3.0) 4 (12.1) 33 
No 
response 1 --- 1 3 --- 1 --- 6 
TOTAL 95 53 123 173 36 29 16 526 (100.0) 
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Data were classified as shown in Table 53. No response categories were 
eliminated as were the categories poor and very undesirable. The 
latter two categories were eliminated because the expected cell 
frequencies were less than five. 
The computed chi square was 28.421 which was greater than the table 
value of 12.592 at the five percent level of significance. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Consideration of the data in the Table 53 revealed a substantially 
higher percent (43.0) of students who lived north of Lincoln Way and 
east of the university rated their premises as excellent than did 
students who lived in the other sections of Ames. Only 18.0 percent of 
those students who lived north of Lincoln Way and west of the university 
rated the condition of their premises as excellent. Consideration of the 
data suggested the area north of Lincoln Way and west of the university 
and the area south of Lincoln Way and west of Beach Avenue contained 
housing which received the poorest ratings. 
Distance from campus 
From the data in Table 54 it was found that a large percentage of 
the off-campus students lived in close proximity to the university. Two 
and seven tenths percent of the students reported they lived across the 
street from the caucus; 17.4 percent lived one block from the campus; 
10.2 percent lived two blocks from the campus; 9.3 percent lived three 
blocks from the campus; 6.4 percent lived four blocks from the canqpus 
and 4.2 lived five blocks from the campus. Thus a total of 50.2 percent 
of the off-cançus students lived within five blocks of the university. 
Table 53. Description of overall conditions of premises in which off-campus students lived 
by location of premises in Ames 
Condition 
Location in Ames 
N. L. Way N. L. Way 
W. Univ. E. Univ. 
n 7, n 7, 
S. L. Way 
W. Beach 
n 7o 
S. 
E. 
n 
L. Way 
Beach 
7. 
No 
response 
n 
Total 
n 
Excellent 36 (18.0) 52 (43.0) 44 (26.5) 10 (30.3) 2 144 
Good 78 (39.0) 42 (34.7) 70 (42.2) 15 (45.5) 4 209 
Fair 67 (33.5) 22 (18.2) 42 (25.3) 4 (12.1) - - - 135 
Poor 15 (7.5) 4 (3.3) 8 (4.8) 3 (9.1) - - - 30 
Very 
undesirable 2 (1.0) 1 (0.8) 2 (1.2) 1 (3.0) - — - 6 
No 
response 2 (1.0) — - — - — --- 2 
TOTAL 200 121 166 33 6 526 
Table 54. Distance in blocks off-campus students lived from campus by year in college 
Year 
Blocks Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7, n % n % n % n % 
Across street from 
campus 2 (2.0) 4 (2.9) 6 (5.0) 2 (1.2) 14 (2.7) 
1 18 (18.4) 28 (20.4) 19 (15.9) 26 (15.2) 9 (17.4) 
2 15 (15.3) 13 (9.5) 11 (9.1) 15 (8.8) 54 (10.2) 
3 8 (8.2) 13 (9.5) 8 (6.6) 20 (11.7) 49 (9.3) 
4 7 (7.1) 8 (5.8) 9 (7.4) 10 (5.8) 34 (6.4) 
5 7 (7.1) 6 (4.4) 2 (1.7) 7 (4.1) 22 (4.2) 
6-10 13 (13.3) 28 (20.4) 15 (12.4) 29 (17.0) 85 (16.2) 
11-20 13 (13.3) 13 (9.5) 19 (15.9) 25 (14.6) 70 (13.3) 
21 or more 14 (14.3) 20 (14.6) 26 (21.8) 33 (19.3) 93 (17.6) 
No response 1 (1.0) 4 (2.9) 5 (4.3) 4 (2.3) 14 (2.6) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 
Mean 10.41 9.20 12.36 11.44 10.87 
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Seventeen and six tenths percent of the off-cançus students lived 21 or 
more blocks from the university, a distance of almost two miles. Little 
difference was found in distances lived from campus when comparisons were 
made among classes. Freshmen lived a mean distance of 10.41 blocks from 
campus, sophomores 9.20, juniors 12.36, and seniors 11.44. 
The distance in blocks off-cançus students lived from caucus appeared 
to be affected by the location of their place of residence in Ames. As 
was shown in Table 55, a high concentration (70.5 percent) of students 
who lived south of Lincoln Way and west of Beach Avenue lived within 
five blocks of the university. A high concentration (63.5 percent) of 
students who lived north of Lincoln Way and west of the university lived 
within five blocks of the university. 
Mean distances in blocks from campus, when conçared by section of 
Ames students lived in, presented striking differences. Students living 
south of Lincoln Way and west of Beach Avenue lived an average of 4.88 
blocks from the campus; those students who lived north of Lincoln Way 
and west of the university, 7.43 blocks. Students who lived south of 
Lincoln Way and east of Beach Avenue lived an average of 14.88 blocks 
from campus and those students who lived north of Lincoln Way and east of 
the university, 23.50 blocks. The mean differences coincided with the 
large open expanses east of the ISU campus. 
The overall conditions of the premises in which off-campus students 
lived were reported in Table 56. The means were computed for the 
various conditions. Figures generally showed that the further a student 
lived from campus the better were his living conditions. Those students who 
Table 55. Distance in blocks off-campus students lived from campus by location of place of 
residence in Ames 
Location in Ames 
N. of L. Way N. of L. Way S. of L. Way S. of L. Way 
Blocks W. of Univ. E. of Univ. W. of Beach E. of Beach response Total 
n 7o n % n % n % n n 
Across street 
from campus 10 (5.0) - - - 4 (2.4) - - - - - - 14 
1 45 (22.5) 2 (1.7) 39 (23.5) 5 (15.1) - - - 91 
2 34 (17.0) 2 (1.7) 15 (9.0) 3 (9.1) --- 54 
3 20 (10.0) 1 (0.8) 27 (16.3) 1 (3.0) - - - 49 
4 9 (4.5) 1 (0.8) 23 (13.9) — 1 34 
5 9 (4.5) 3 (2.5) 9 (5.4) 1 (3.0) --- 22 
6-10 34 (17.0) 12 (9.9) 30 (18.1) 9 (27.3) - - - 85 
11-20 16 (8.0) 36 (29.8) 10 (6.0) 7 (21.2) 1 70 
21 or more 21 (10.5) 60 (49.6) 3 (1.8) 7 (21.2) 2 93 
No response 2 (1.0) 4 (3.3) 6 (3.6) 2 14 
TOTAL 200 121 166 33 6 526 
Mean 7.43 23.50 4.88 14.88 18.50 10 
Table 56. Overall conditions of the premises in which off-campus students lived by distance 
in blocks from campus 
Blocks 
Condition 
Excellent 
n 7. 
Good 
n % 
Fair 
n % 
Poor 
n % 
Very 
undesirable 
n 7o 
No 
response 
n 
Total 
n 
Across from 
campus 3 (1.4) 7 (5.1) 3 (10.0) 1 (16.7) 14 
1 6 (4.2) 34 (16.3) 37 (27.5) 9 (30.0) 4 (66.7) 1 91 
2 12 (8.3) 21 (10.0) 15 (11.1) 5 (16.7) 1 (16.7) ... 54 
3 10 (6.9) 23 (11.0) 13 (9.7) 3 (10.0) ... ... 49 
4 7 (4.9) 17 (8.1) 10 (7.4) ... 34 
5 5 (3.5) 6 (2.9) 7 (5.1) 4 (13.3) ... 22 
6-10 29 (20.1) 40 (19.1) 13 (9.7) 3 (10.0) ... 85 
11-20 24 (16.7) 27 (12.9) 18 (13.3) 1 (3.3) ... 70 
21 or more 46 (31.9) 32 (15.3) 12 (8.8) 2 (6.7) 1 93 
No response 5 (3.5) 6 (2.9) 3 (2.2) ... 14 
TOTAL 144 209 135 30 6 2 526 
Mean 17. 05 10. 02 7. 34 5. 00 1. 00 10.87 
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described their living conditions as excellent lived a mean distance of 
17.05 blocks from campus. Those who reported their conditions as good, 
10.02 blocks ; fair, 7.34 blocks; poor, 5.00; and very undesirable, 
1.0 blocks. This information corresponded with information recorded in 
Table 53 which indicated that a high percentage of those students who 
lived north of Lincoln Way and east of the university reported their 
living conditions as excellent, and also information in Table 55 which 
reported students who lived north of Lincoln Way and east of the university 
lived furthest from the campus. Thirty-one and nine tenths percent of 
those students who rated their premises as excellent lived 21 or more 
blocks from the campus. 
The data in Table 56 suggested that if a student was looking for a 
place to live which was in excellent or good condition he would 
probably have a better chance of finding it if he were willing to live 
a little further from campus. The recorded information suggested that 
students who wished to live close to the university tolerated living 
conditions that were not as good as they might have been able to find 
if they had been willing to forego some of the convenience of living 
close to the campus. 
Transportation used to get to campus 
The methods of transportation off-campus students most frequently 
used to get to campus were presented in Table 57. It was indicated that 
a higher percentage of freshmen (62.2 percent) and sophomores (58.4 
percent) walked to campus than juniors (47.9 percent) or seniors 
(43.9 percent). It appeared that a greater percentage of seniors 
Table 57. Method of transportation off-campus students most frequently used to get to campus 
by year in college 
Transportation Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7» n % n % n % n % 
Walk 61 (62.2) 80 (58.4) 57 (47.9) 75 (43.9) 273 (52.0) 
Bicycle 7 (7.1) 4 (2.9) 2 (1.7) 8 (4.7) 21 (4.0) 
Motorcycle or motorscooter 5 (5.1) 1 (0.7) 4 (3.3) 2 (1.2) 12 (2.3) 
Drive own car 22 (22.4) 42 (30.7) 45 (37.2) 81 (47.4) 190 (36.1) 
Ride in car with friend 1 (1.0) 8 (5.8) 6 (5.0) 3 (1.8) 18 (3.4) 
Hitchhike 2 (2.0) 2 (1.5) 4 (3.3) 2 (1.2) 10 (1.9) 
Other - - - -- 2 (1.7) --- 2 (0.4) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
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(47.4 percent) drove their own cars to campus than juniors (37.2 percent), 
sophomores (30.7 percent) or freshmen (22.4 percent). It appeared that 
many off-campus students obtained cars as they progressed through the 
university and that they then gave up walking for riding. Few students 
rode bicycles (4.0 percent) or motorcycles and motorscooters (2.3 percent). 
It was observed in Table 58 that the distance from campus off-campus 
students lived in blocks had a bearing on the method of transportation 
they most frequently used to get to cançus. Few students who lived over 
six blocks from campus walked to campus. The mean number of blocks 
students who walked to campus lived from campus was 2.92. Students who 
V 
rode bicycles lived a mean distance of 5.45 blocks from the campus, while 
those who rode motorcycles were a mean distance of 12.10 blocks from the 
campus and those who drove their own car, a mean distance of 21.15 
blocks. University regulations generally required that students live at 
least one mile from campus before they could obtain a parking permit to 
park on campus. 
Definite traffic patterns in the university area were suggested by 
information provided in Table 59. Sixty-nine percent of those students 
who lived north of Lincoln Way and west of the university and 69.9 
percent of the students who lived south of Lincoln Way and west of Beach 
Avenue walked to campus. Few students living east of the university 
walked, a fact that could probably be explained by the distances involved. 
Students who drove cars to campus generally cams from two sections of 
Ames. Seventy-six and nine tenths percent of the students who lived 
north of Lincoln Way and east of the university drove their own cars to 
Table 58. Distance from campus off-campus students lived in blocks and method of transportation 
most frequently used to get to campus 
Blocks 
Across street 
Method from campus 1 2 3 4 5 6-10 
n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 
Walk 13 (4.7) 
Bicycle 1 (4.8) 
Motorcycle or 
motorscooter 
Drive own car ---
Ride in car with 
friend — 
Hitchhike — 
Other ---
TOTAL 14 
88 (32.1) 48 (17.5) 45 (16.5) 
2 (9.5) 4 (19.0) 2 (9.5) 
1 (0.5) 2 (1.1) 2 (1.1) 
#*#»«» ^ m m «»#*«» 
^ wm tn #* » «# 
91 54 49 
27 (9.9) 16 (5.8) 22 (8.0) 
4 (19.0) 2 (9.5) 3 (14.3) 
2 (16.7) 4 (33.3) 
3 (1.6) 2 (1.1) 45 (23.7) 
--- 7 (38.9) 
— .--- 4 (40.0) 
34 22 85 
Table 58 (Continued) 
Blocks 
Method 11-20 21 or more No response 
n % n % n % 
Walk 5 (1.8) 2 (0.7) 7 (2.9) 
Bicycle 1 (4.8) 1 (4.8) 1 (4.8) 
Motorcycle or 
motorscooter 3 (25.0) 2 (16,7) 1 (8.3) 
Drive own car 53 (27.9) 79 (41.6) 3 (1.6) 
Ride in car with 
friend 6 (33.3) 5 (27.8) 
Hitchhike 1 (10.0) 4 (40.0) 1 (10.0) 
Other 1 1 ---
TOTAL 70 93 14 
273 2.92 
21 5.45 
12 12.10 
190 21.15 
18 20.22 
10 21.22 
2 24.00 
526 10.87 
Table 59. Location of places of residence of off-campus students in Ames and methods of 
transportation most frequently used to get to campus 
Location in Ames 
N. L. Way N. L. Way S. L. Way S. L. Way No 
Method W. Univ. E. Univ. W. Beach E. Beach response Total 
n 7o n % n 7. n % n n 
Walk 138 (69.0) 5 (4.1) 116 (69.9) 11 (33.3) 3 273 
Bicycle 8 (4.0) 1 (0.8) 12 (7.2) ... ... 21 
Motorcycle or motorscooter 5 (2.5) 5 (4.1) 1 (0.6) ... 1 12 
Drive own car 44 (22.0) 93 (76.9) 30 (18.1) 21 (63.6) 2 190 
Ride in car with friend 4 (2.0) 9 (7.4) 4 (2.4) 1 (3.0) 18 
Hitchhike 1 (0.5) 6 (5.0) 3 (1.8) ... - - - 10 
Other 2 (1.7) ... • —  ... 2 
TOTAL 200 121 166 33 6 526 
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to campus as did 63.6 percent of those students who lived south of 
Lincoln Way and east of Beach Avenue. Relatively small numbers of 
students who lived south of Lincoln Way and west of Beach Avenue 
(18.1 percent) or north of Lincoln Way and west of the university (22.0 
percent) drove cars to campus. The figures suggested that definite 
vehicular and pedestrian traffic patterns were present near and on the 
university campus. 
Methods of locating place of residence 
Students were asked to list the method they used to locate the place 
of residence in which they lived. Reported data were included in Table 60 
according to type of structure students lived in. Friends were the most 
frequent source of help in locating a place to live (30.8 percent). The 
Residence Department Housing List was mentioned by 20.8 percent of the 
students. The Iowa State Daily was named by 5.0 percent of the students 
as the place they located the listing of their place of residence. The 
Ames Tribune and Ames Advertiser were mentioned infrequently. Seven and 
nine tenths percent of the students reported they found their place of 
residence listed in a newspaper but did not specify which newspaper. 
Thus, newspapers were reported as having helped 15.6 percent of the off-
campus students locate their present place of residence. Seven percent 
of the students indicated they found their place of residence by looking 
around or driving around Ames. 
Table 60. Methods off-campus students used to locate their places of residence by type of 
structure 
Type of structure 
Single Rooming Apartment No 
Method dwelling Duplex house house Trailer Other response Total 
n % n 7, n 7, n % n % n 7„ n n % 
Question 
misunder­
stood 9 (6.7) -- 4 (2.9) 11 (8.1) 2 (12.0) 1 (1.7) — - " 27 (5.0) 
Residence Dept 
housing list 23 (17.3) 2 (7.4) 57 (40.8) 13 (9.6) 2 (8.0) 7 (11.7) 4 108 (20.8) 
Recommended 
by friend 32 (24.0) 11 (40.8) 38 (27.1) 55 (40.6) 8 (32.0) 18 (30.0) - - - 162 (30.8) 
Live with 
parents 21 (15.8) 1 (0.7) 1 (0.7) 9 (15.0) — — — 32 (5.9) 
Live with 
relative 3 (2.2) • - - 1 (0.7) • - - 2 (3.3) — — — 6 (1.1) 
Recommended 
by relative 2 (1.5) 7 (5.0) 1 (0.7) 2 (3.3) — — — 12 (2.3) 
Owned by 
relative 1 (0.7) 1 (0.7) 1 (4.0) — - - 3 (0.6) 
Iowa State 
Daily 5 (3.7) 2 (7.4) 4 (2.9) 10 (7.4) 3 (12.0) 3 (5.0) 1 28 (5.0) 
Ames Tribune 4 (3.0) 2 (7.4) 1 (0.7) 1 (0.7) 2 (3.3) - - - 10 (1.9) 
Ames 
Advertiser 1 (0.7) 1 (3.7) 1 (0.7) 1 (0.7) • — — — — — 4 (0.8) 
Newspaper ad 
(paper not 
named) 11 (8.3) 2 (7.4) 3 (2.1) 16 (11.8) 2 (8.0) 8 (13.4) - - - 42 (7.9) 
Looking around 
driving 
around 7 (5.1) 2 (7.4) 9 (6.4) 14 (10.3) 4 (16.0) - - - 36 (7.0) 
Table 60 (Continued) 
Type of structure 
Single Rooming Apartment No 
Method dwelling Duplex house house Trailer Other response Total 
n % n % n % n % n % n % n n % 
Realtor 3 (2.2) 5 (18.5) - 3 (2.2) 2 (3.3) 13 (2.5) 
Faculty member 
recommended 1 (0.7) - 1 (0.7) - - - - - - - - 2 (0.4) 
Listed at 
church 2 (1.5) - 5 (3.6) -- - 2 (3.3) 9 (1.7) 
Lucky 2 (1.5) -— 1 (0.7) 1 (0.7) --- -- - - - - 4 (0.8) 
Miscellaneous 1 (0.7) - 2 (1.4) 4 (2.9) 3 (12.0) 3 (5.0) - — 13 (2.5) 
No response 6 (4.4) . 4 (3.6) 4 (2.9) — 1 (1.7) --- 15 (3.0) 
TOTAL 134 27 139 136 25 60 5 526 (100.0) 
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Reasons students selected to live where they did 
Off-campus students were asked to list the reasons they selected to 
live in their present living accommodations. Data indicating their 
replies were presented in Table 61. Many students listed more than one 
reason; a total of 774 reasons were listed. Twenty-one reasons were 
listed three or more times. Twenty-two miscellaneous answers were also 
received. The most frequently mentioned reasons students selected to live 
in their present living accommodations (20.1 percent) centered around 
economy. Twelve and two tenths percent of the students indicated they 
chose to live where they did because it was close to the university while 
10.8 percent selected to live where they did because they liked it, it was 
attractive, or it had good facilities. Other frequently listed responses 
included: it was the best accommodation available at the time students 
were seeking housing, no supervision was involved, students moved in with 
friends who already lived in the accommodations, accommodations were quiet 
and a desire to get out of the dormitories. 
Costs 
Determination of various educational costs and methods of financing 
an education by the off-campus student was one objective of the study. 
Annual cost, rent, boaird, percent of costs students paid, student employ­
ment, financial assistance and ranking of residences by estimated cost 
were reported in this section. 
Table 61. Reasons off-campus students selected to live in present living accommodations by year 
in college 
Year 
Reason Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n % n % n % n % 
Dorms filled 9 (7.2) 1 (0.5) 3 (1.7) 1 (0.4) 14 (1.8) 
Economic reasons 31 (24.8) 34 (15.6) 40 (23.1) 50 (19.3) 155 (20.1) 
Moved in with friend 5 (4.0) 12 (5.5) 10 (5.8) 19 (7.4) 46 (5.9) 
Best available at time 10 (8.0) 14 (6.4) 10 (5.8) 25 (9.6) 59 (7.6) 
Clean 3 (2.4) 5 (2.3) 4 (2.3) 10 (3.9) 22 (2.8) 
Liked, attractive, good facilities 5 (4.0) 28 (12.8) 16 (9.4) 34 (13.2) 83 (10.8) 
Quiet 9 (7.2) 10 (4.6) 6 (3.4) 19 (7.4) 44 (5.7) 
Good study conditions 4 (3.2) 7 (3.1) 2 (1.2) 1 (0.4) 14 (1.8) 
Private 3 (2.4) 10 (4.6) 8 (4.6) 8 (3.1) 29 (3.7) 
No supervision 7 (5.6) 13 (5.8) 11 (6.4) 16 (6.2) 47 (6.1) 
Get out of dorms 5 (4.0) 6 (2.7) 6 (3.4) 11 (4.3) 28 (3.6) 
Desire to live off campus 3 (2.4) 3 (1.4) 3 (1.7) 4 (1.6) 13 (1.7) 
Better than previous place 1 (0.8) 3 (1.4) 4 (2.3) 1 (0.4) 9 (1.2) 
Close to university 15 (12.0) 36 (16.5) 16 (9.4) 27 (10.4) 94 (12.2) 
Good location -- 12 (5.5) 5 (2.9) 7 (2.7) 24 (3.1) 
Lots of space 1 (0.8) 8 (3.7) 9 (5.1) 7 (2.7) 25 (3.2) 
Cooking facilities 3 (2.4) 9 (4.3) 3 (1.7) 6 (2.3) 21 (2.7) 
Live at home 3 (2.4) -- 4 (2.3) 1 (0.4) 8 (1.0) 
Owned by relative 1 (0.5) 2 (1.2) 1 (0.4) 4 (0.5) 
Good landlord 4 (3.2) 3 (1.4) 1 (0.6) 2 (0.8) 10 (1.3) 
Work for landlord - - 3 (1.7) — •• 3 (0.4) 
Miscellaneous 4 (3.2) 3 (1.4) 7 (4.0) 8 (3.1) 22 (2.8) 
TOTAL 125 218 173 258 774* (100.0) 
*Many students listed more than one reason 
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Annual costs 
Data reported in Table 62 summarized the cost of attending ISU for 
three quarters by location of students' hometowns. The means were 
computed from costs reported by the off-campus student. The mean for 
in-state students was $1,305. For students who were United States 
citizens but not from Iowa the mean was $1,838. Foreign students 
reported a mean figure of $2,244. The total overall mean was $1,392. 
Cost estimates of attending Iowa State University for three quarters 
were obtained from the Registrar's Office at the university. The 
Registrar's figures indicated the average cost of attending Iowa State 
for an Iowa citizen was $1,555, for a United States citizen from out-
of-state, $2,140. The Registrar's estimate of total yearly costs for 
Iowa residents was almost $250 higher than that estimated by the off-campus 
students. The Registrar's estimate for United States citizens who were 
not from Iowa was slightly over $300 more than reported by the off-campus 
students. 
The mean of $1,305 as provided by the off-campus students in Iowa 
reflected the forty-two students who listed Ames as their hometown. 
Presumably those students could attend the university at quite a reduced 
cost. 
Rent 
The rent paid each month by off-campus students was reported in 
Table 63. Rent costs were figured for students who lived with their 
parents in Ames and those students who did not live with their parents 
in Ames. Computed means indicated students who lived with their parents 
Table 62. Off-campus students' reported cost of attending ISU for three quarters by location of 
hometown (Iowa, state other than Iowa, foreign) 
Cost Iowa 
n 7o 
U.S. 
Iowa) 
n 
(not 
% 
Foreign 
n 7o 
No response 
n 
Total 
n % 
$0-400 13 (2.9) 1 (1.5) — — - — — — 14 (2.7) 
$500-900 59 (13.3) 2 (2.9) 2 (20.0) 1 64 (12.2) 
$1000-1400 185 (41.8) 11 (16.2) - - - 1 197 (37.4) 
$1500-1900 157 (35.4) 21 (30.9) 1 (10.0) 1 180 (34.2) 
$2000-2400 21 (4.7) 27 (39.7) 2 (20.0) 1 51 (9.7) 
$2500-2900 3 (0.7) 4 (5.9) 3 (30.0) - - - 10 (1.9) 
$3000 or more 1 (0.2) 2 (3.0) 1 (10.0) - - - 4 (0.8) 
No response 5 (1.1) 1 (10.0) --- 6 (1.1) 
TOTAL 444 68 10 4 526 (100.0) 
Mean $1305 $1838 $2244 $1392 
University 
estimate of 
cost of 
attending ISU* 
figures supplied by Registrar's Office at the university 
Table 63. Rent paid each month by off-campus students who lived with parents and off-campus 
students who did not live with parents 
Rent 
Live with parents 
Yes 
n 7o 
No 
n 7. 
No 
response 
n 
Total 
n % 
$0-19 42 (91.3) 18 (3.8) 1 61 (11.6) 
$20-29 - - - 126 (26.5) 1 127 (24.1) 
$30-39 2 (4.3) 208 (43.8) 1 211 (40.1) 
$40-49 --- 68 (14.3) - - - 68 (12.9) 
$50-59 33 (6.9) - - - 33 (6.3) 
$60-69 4 (0.8) - - - 4 (0.8) 
$70-79 --- 3 (0.6) - - - 3 (0.6) 
$80 or more 11 (2.3) 1 12 (2.3) 
Work for rent — — - 1 (0.2) - - - 1 (0.2) 
No response 2 (4.3) 4 (0.8) - - - 6 (1.1) 
TOTAL 46 476 4 526 (100.0) 
Mean $ 1.52 $ 34.03 $ 31.25 
University estimate 
of rent costs per 
month® $ 30.67 
^Figure supplied by Registrar's Office at the university 
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in Ames paid an average of only $1.52 per month. Most Ames students who 
lived at home with their parents did not pay any rent. The mean rent 
cost for off-campus students not living with their parents was $34.03. 
The overall total mean cost was computed at $31.25. The $34.03 figure 
would seem to be the more realistic figure to be used if one were advising 
a student of the true cost of renting living accommodations off campus. 
The $34.03 figure was each student's share of the rent. The average 
total rent paid for various accommodations would have to be multiplied 
by the number of roommates who lived in each accommodation. 
The Registrar's Office at the university supplied the figure $30.67 
as the amount students who attended Iowa State University paid for rent 
each month. That figure was the rent cost for living in the residence 
halls during spring quarter, 1967. The figure supplied by the university 
was over $3.00 cheaper than that reported by students who lived off campus. 
Rent figures off-campus students reported by type of structure lived 
in were presented in Table 64. An examination of the figures revealed 
the average rent cost for students who resided in single dwellings was 
$24.76 per month. That figure reflected many students who lived at home 
with their parents and, therefore, was not a true estimate of what it 
would cost students to rent a single unit dwelling. Average rent paid 
by students who lived in rooming houses was $31.85, while the average 
rent paid by students who lived in trailers was $32.24. Individual 
student's cost for duplexes was $37.18 and for apartment houses $37.63. 
The opinions of off-campus students toward the reasonableness of 
their rents were reported in Table 65. Those students who reported their 
Table 64. Amount paid for rent each month by off-campus students by type of structure 
Rent 
Type structure 
Single 
dwelling Duplex 
n 7o n 7o 
Rooming 
house 
n 7o 
Apartment 
house 
n 7o 
Trailer 
n % 
Other 
n % 
No 
response 
n 
Total 
n 
$0-19 35 (26.3) • - 4 (2.9) 6 (4.4) 2 (8.0) 14 (23.3) — " 61 
$20-29 31 (23.3) 6 (22.2) 53 (37.9) 14 (10.3) 7 (28.0) 13 (21.7) 3 127 
$30-39 44 (33.1) 11 (40.7) 65 (46.4) 51 (37.5) 13 (52.0) 26 (43.3) 1 211 
$40-49 11 (8.3) 8 (29.6) 8 (5.7) 35 (25.7) 1 (4.0) 5 (8.3) - - - 68 
$50-59 5 (3.8) 1 (3.7) 1 (0.7) 26 (19.1) - - - --- 33 
$60-69 2 (1.5) 2 (1.5) •-- - - - --- 4 
$70-79 -- - 1 (0.7) 2 (8.0) --- - - - 3 
$80 or more 2 (1.5) 1 (3.7) 7 (5.0) 2 (3.3) 12 
Work for rent - - - •-- --- 1 1 
No response 3 (2.3) 2 (1.4) 1 (0.7) - - - - - - 6 
TOTAL 133 27 140 136 25 60 5 526 
Mean $24.76 $37.18 $31.85 $37. 63 $32.24 $26.67 $31.25 
Table 65. Rent paid each month by off-campus students' opinions of reasonableness of rent 
Opinion of rent 
Unreasonably High but not About Would No 
Rent high unreasonable right pay more response Total 
n % n 7, n % n % n % n % 
$0-19 1 (2.9) 1 (0.6) 21 (9.8) 10 (12.8) 28 (82.4) 61 
$20-29 24 (14.5) 71 (33.2) 31 (39.7) 1 (2.9) 127 
$30-39 7 (20.6) 78 (47.0) 99 (46.3) 27 (34.6) 211 
$40-49 12 (35.3) 35 (21.1) 15 (7.0) 5 (6.4) 1 (2.9) 68 
$50-59 9 (26.5) 22 (13.3) 2 (2.6) 33 
$60-69 2 (5.9) 2 (1.2) --- 4 
$70-79 1 (2.9) 1 (0.6) 1 (0.5) -- - ' - - 3 
$80 or more 2 (5.9) 3 (1.8) 5 (2.3) 2 (2.6) 12 
Work for rent 1 (0.5) - 1 
No response 1 (0.5) 1 (1.3) 4 (11.8) 6 
TOTAL 34 (6.5) 166 (31.6) 214 (40.7) 78 (14.8) 34 (6.5) 526 (100.0) 
Mean $46.21 $37. 69 $29. 08 $28 .04 $31.25 
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rent was unreasonably high paid a mean of $46.21. Those who reported their 
rent as high but not unreasonable paid $37.69. Students who indicated 
their rent was about right paid $29.08. Students who reported they would 
pay more for the same accommodations paid $28.04. Twenty-eight students 
who paid $0 to $19 did not respond to the question. It was presumed that 
most of those students lived at home with their parents and felt they 
could not appropriately answer the question. 
A total of 38.1 percent of the off-campus students reported their 
rent as unreasonably high or high but not unreasonable. Forty and seven 
tenths percent of the students suggested their rent was about right. A 
relatively small number (14.8 percent) felt they would pay more for the 
same accommodations. 
The amount paid for rent each month by off-campus students was 
compared with the overall condition of the premises in which they lived 
and was reported in Table 66. Mean figures observed in the table indicated 
that those students who reported their accommodations as excellent paid 
$27.22 for rent each month. Those who lived in good conditions paid $32.62, 
fair $32.66, poor $33.43 and very undesirable $37.17. The mean total for 
excellent reflected a large number of students who lived at home with 
their parents and who did not pay any rent. The low number of people in 
the category very undesirable caused the one student in that category who 
reported his rent as being $80 or more to distort the mean rent. Mean rent 
figures charged for accommodations in good, fair or poor conditions 
suggested that the condition of rental properties made little difference 
in the amount of rent charged for living accommodations. 
Table 66. Amount paid for rent each month by off-campus students by the overall conditions of 
the premises 
Condition 
Very 
Rent Excellent Good Fair Poor undesirable No response Total 
n % n % n % n % n % n n 
$0-19 37 (25.7) 16 (7.7) 6 (4.4) 2 (6.7) - - - - - - 61 
$20-2 9 24 (16.7) 57 (27.3) 34 (25.2) 9 (30.0) 2 (33.3) 1 127 
$30-39 47 (32.6) 84 (40.2) 63 (46.7) 14 (46.7) 3 (50.0) - - - 211 
$40-49 14 (9.7) 30 (14.4) 21 (15.6) 3 (10.0) - - - - - - 68 
$50-59 15 (10.4) 13 (6.2) 5 (3.7) - - - 33 
$60-69 1 (0.7) 1 (0.5) 1 (0.7) 1 (3.3) --- 4 
$70-79 3 (1.4) - - - 3 
$80 or more 3 (2.1) 5 (2.4) 2 (1.5) 1 (3.3) 1 (16.7) - - - 12 
Work for rent 1 (0.7) - - - - - - 1 
No response 3 (2.1) 2 (1.5) --- 1 6 
TOTAL 144 209 135 30 6 2 526 
Mean $27.22 $32. 62 $32.66 $33.43 $37.17 $31.25 
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Board 
Figures recorded in Table 67 indicated the amount paid for board each 
month by off-cançus students who lived with their parents and off-campus 
students who did not live with their parents. Consideration of the data 
indicated that students who lived with their parents paid a mean of $1.63 
per month for board. Most students who lived with their parents did not 
pay anything for board. A mean board cost of $38.48 was indicated for 
students who did not live with their parents. A mean board cost of $34.98 
was computed for all students living off campus. The figure $38.48 would 
appear to be a more accurate figure of what it cost to eat while living 
off campus each month. 
The Registrar's Office at the university supplied the figure $51.00 
as the amount students who attended Iowa State University paid for board 
each month. That figure was the board cost for eating in the residence 
halls during spring quarter, 1967. The off-campus students ate at a cost 
of $12.52 less than students who ate in the residence halls. The 
differences suggests a question of comparable diets. 
Off-campus students were requested to list the place where they most 
frequently ate their meals. Consideration of the data in Table 68 revealed 
that 73.1 percent of the students who lived off campus ate their meals 
where they lived. It would appear most of those students cooked for 
themselves. Nine and six tenths percent of the students reported that 
they ate in a restaurant or a cafe without naming the place where they ate. 
Four percent of the students wrote that they ate regularly at Dick and Eva's 
Cafe. Dick and Eva's Cafe appeared to be quite popular with off-campus 
Table 67. Amount paid for board each month by off-campus students who lived with parents and 
off-campus students who did not live with parents 
Students living Students not No 
Board with parents living with parents response Total 
n 7o n 7o n n % 
$0-19 41 (89.1) 62 (12.8) 1 104 (19.8) 
$20-29 - - - 78 (16.4) 1 79 (15.0) 
$30-39 2 (4.3) 91 (19.2) 1 94 (17.9) 
$40-49 --- 88 (18.5) - - - 88 (16.7) 
$50-59 --- 53 (11.2) --- 53 (10.1) 
$60-69 - - - 32 (6.7) - - - 32 (6.1) 
$70-79 --- 11 (2.3) - - - 11 (2.1) 
$80 or more --- 27 (5.7) --- 27 (5.1) 
Work for board 1 (2.2) 11 (2.3) --- 12 (2.3) 
No response 2 (4.3) 23 (4.8) 1 26 (4.9) 
TOTAL 46 476 4 526 (100.0) 
Mean $1.63 $38. 48 $34.98 
University estimate of 
board costs per month $51. 00 
Table 68, Where off-campus students ate meals by year in college 
Year 
Eating place Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n 7o n % n 7, n % 
Home, res id ence, 
apartment, room 69 (69.0) 94 (68.5) 91 (75.3) 130 (76.0) 384 (73.1) 
Residence hall 3 (3.0) 5 (3.7) 3 (2.5) 9 (5.3) 20 (3.8) 
Restaurant, cafe 
(unnamed) 10 (10.0) 17 (12.5) 12 (9.9) 12 (7.0) 51 (9.6) 
Dick and Eva's Cafe 4 (4.0) 7 (5.1) 5 (4.1) 5 (2.9) 21 (4.0) 
Memorial Union 10 (10.0) 11 (8.0) 5 (4.1) 8 (4.7) 34 (6.5) 
Miscellaneous 2 (2.0) 3 (2.2) 4 (3.3) 7 (4.1) 16 (3.0) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
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students as it was the only eating place listed with any consistency. 
Thus, a total of 13.6 of the off-campus students ate in restaurants or 
cafes. The Memorial Union was reported as the eating place of 6.5 percent 
of the students and the residence halls of 3.8 percent. Little difference 
could be observed among eating places preferred by the different classes. 
Percent of costs students paid 
The percent of their total college costs off-campus students 
personally paid were shown in Table 69. Mean figures indicated that the 
freshmen paid 55.40 percent of their college costs, a smaller percent 
than reported by sophomores (66.90), juniors (71.49) or seniors (67.98). 
In all cases the mean figures indicated that students paid over one-half 
of their college expenses. Observation of the data in the table revealed 
33.1 percent of the off-campus students reported they paid 100 percent — 
all of their college expenses. Only 7.6 percent of the students reported 
that they paid none of their college expenses, while a few (7.4 percent) 
reported they paid one to 25 percent. The overall mean figure indicated 
students paid approximately two-thirds of their own college expenses. 
Data in Table 70 compared off-campus students' reported costs of 
attending ISU for three quarters with the percent of college costs they 
personally paid. Few differences existed among the mean costs of 
attending college and the percent of costs students personally paid. 
Students who paid all of their college costs reported mean college 
costs of $1,322 while those students paying none of their college costs 
reported $1,368. The group that paid 26 to 50 percent of their own 
college costs reported spending the highest amount ($1,496). 
Table 69. Percent of college costs off-campus students personally paid by year in college 
Year 
Percent Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n 7. n % n % n % 
0 12 (12.2) 11 (8.0) 6 (5.0) 11 (6.4) 40 (7.6) 
1-25 15 (15.3) 9 (6.6) 7 (5.8) 8 (4.7) 39 (7.4) 
26-50 19 (19.4) 30 (21.9) 27 (22.5) 44 (25.7) 120 (22.8) 
51-75 12 (12.2) 19 (13.9) 17 (14.2) 24 (14.0) 72 (13.7) 
76-99 12 (12.2) 20 (14.6) 16 (13.3) 22 (12.9) 70 (13.3) 
100 24 (24.5) 45 (32.8) 47 (39.2) 58 (33.9) 174 (33.1) 
No response 4 (4.1) 3 (2.2) 4 (2.3) 11 (2.1) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 55.40% 66. 90% 71. 49% 67. 98% 66. 22% 
Table 70. Off-campus students' costs of attending ISU for three quarters by percent of college 
costs students personally paid 
Cost 0 
n 7o 
1-25 
n % 
26-
n 
50 
7o 
51-
n 
•75 
% 
76-
n 
•99 
7o 
100 
n 7. 
No 
response Total 
$0-400 4 (10.0) 1 (2.6) 1 (0.8) 2 (2.8) ' - - 6 (3.4) — — — 14 
$500-900 4 (10.0) 8 (20.5) 10 (8.3) 4 (5.6) 6 (8.6) 29 (16.7) 3 64 
$1000-1400 11 (27.5) 10 (25.6) 47 (39.2) 36 (50.0) 29 (41.4) 62 (35.6) 2 197 
$1500-1900 11 (27.5) 13 (33.3) 42 (35.0) 24 (33.3) 25 (35.7) 62 (35.6) 3 180 
$2000-2400 6 (15.0) 2 (5.1) 17 (14.2) 6 (8.3) 9 (12.9) 11 (6.3) — 51 
$2500-2900 2 (5.0) 3 (7.7) 1 (0.8) - 1 (1.4) 3 (1.7) — 10 
$3000 or more 1 (2.6) 2 (1.6) 1 (0.6) --- 4 
No response 2 (5.0) 1 (2.6) --- 3 6 
TOTAL 40 39 120 72 70 174 11 526 
Mean $1368 $1426 $1496 $1353 $1449 $1322 $1392 
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Student employment 
Students were requested to list the places where they worked. 
Their responses were recorded in Table 71. As shown in the table, an 
overall total of 62.6 percent of the students did not work. The percent 
of students who did not work varied somewhat among classes. More 
freshmen (76.9 percent) did not work than sophomores (64.3 percent), 
juniors (54.1 percent) or seniors (58.4 percent). The most frequently 
mentioned persons for whom students worked were Ames merchants or retailers 
(6.9 percent). Five and one tenth percent of the students indicated 
they worked for the university while 4.1 percent indicated they worked 
for a university department. Other frequently mentioned places of work 
included restaurants, cafes, and pizza houses (4.4 percent), the 
Memorial Union (2.6 percent), farms (2.6 percent) and home (1.5 percent). 
Few differences were found between places where students worked and year 
they were enrolled in college. 
Figures indicating the number of hours students worked each week 
were reported in Table 72. Mean figures indicated that juniors worked 
the most hours (9.15), followed by seniors (8.00), sophomores (6.23) 
and freshmen (4.45). The mean figures included a high percent of off-
cançus students who did not work at all. Seventeen and one tenth percent 
of the off-campus students reported working from ten to nineteen hours 
each week while 11.4 percent reported working from 20 to 29 hours. 
Only eleven students indicated they worked 40 or more hours each week. 
Table 71. Where off-campus students worked by year in college 
Year 
Where work Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
Memorial union 2 (2.0) 4 (2.9) 4 (3.3) 4 (2.3) 14 (2.6) 
Ames merchant, 
retailer 6 (6.1) 8 (6.0) 11 (9.1) 12 (7.1) 37 (6.9) 
At home 1 (1.0) 3 (2.2) 2 (1.6) 2 (1.2) 8 (1.5) 
University 3 (3.0) 9 (6.6) 4 (3.3) 11 (6.5) 27 (5.1) 
University depart­
ment 2 (2.0) 3 (2.2) 10 (8.1) 10 (5.9) 25 (4.1) 
Residence hall 
food service --- --- --- 3 (1.8) 3 (0.6) 
Residence hall --- 1 (0.7) 2 (1.6) 1 (0.6) 4 (0.8) 
WOI - - - --- 1 (0.8) 4 (2.3) 5 (0.9) 
Restaurant, cafe, 
pizza house 3 (3.0) 10 (7.1) 5 (5.1) 5 (2.9) 23 (4.4) 
Salesman --- -- - -" - 1 (0.6) 1 (0.2) 
Ames Lab --- - 2 (1.6) 5 (2.9) 7 (1.3) 
Miscellaneous 4 (4.0) 7 (5.1) 10 (8.1) 9 (5.2) 30 (5.8) 
Do not work 75 (76.9) 88 (64.3) 65 (54.1) 100 (58.4) 328 (62.6) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Table 72. Number of hours off-campus students worked each week by year in college 
Year 
Hours Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n 7o n % n % n % 
0 74 (75.5) 87 (63.5) 63 (53.3) 98 (57.4) 322 (61.5) 
1-9 5 (5.1) 9 (6.6) 2 (1.7) 9 (5.3) 25 (4.8) 
10-19 7 (7.1) 22 (16.1) 30 (25.0) 31 (18.1) 90 (17.1) 
20-29 9 (9.2) 13 (9.5) 16 (13.3) 22 (12.9) 60 (11.4) 
30-39 3 (3.1) 3 (2.2) 4 (3.3) 7 (4.1) 17 (3.2) 
40 or more 3 (2.2) 4 (3.3) 4 (2.4) 11 (2.1) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 4. 45 6. 23 9. 15 8. 00 7. 11 
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Financial assistance 
Data that reported the number of off-campus students who were 
recipients of scholarships or grants other than loans from ISU were 
presented in Table 73. Figures indicated that 24.5 percent of the off-
campus students were recipients of scholarships or grants from the 
university while 74.9 percent had never received a scholarship or grant 
from the university. Differences were noted between classes, tfore 
seniors (31.6 percent) had received scholarships or grants than had 
juniors (26.7 percent), sophomores (19.7 percent) or freshmen (16.3 
percent). 
Sources from which off-campus students borrowed money were disclosed 
in Table 74. Thirty-nine and one tenth percent of the students reported 
that it had not been necessary for them to borrow money. Sixteen percent 
of the students gave no response to the question. It appeared that those 
students who did not respond to the question probably did not find it 
necessary to borrow money. The greatest percent of those students who 
borrowed money (12.6 percent) borrowed money from their parents. Other 
sources from which money was frequently borrowed included the National 
Defense Loan (9.9 percent), banks (8.7 percent), Iowa State University 
(4.4 percent) and the government (4.1 percent). 
Data shown in Table 75 revealed the amount of money off-campus 
students owed that was incurred for college expenses. Over one-half 
(55.5 percent) of the off-campus students owed no money. The percent of 
students who did not owe any money was fairly consistent among the four 
classes. Mean figures showed that freshmen owed an average of $267, 
Table 73. Off-campus students who received scholarships or grants (other than a loan) from ISU 
by year in college 
Year in college 
Recipient Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n 7o n % n % n % 
Yes 16 (16.3) 27 (19.7) 32 (26.7) 54 (31.6) 129 (24.5) 
No 81 (82.7) 110 (80.3) 88 (73.3) 115 (67.3) 394 (74.9) 
No response 1 (1.0) mwmtm — — 2 (1.2) 3 (0.6) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Table 74. Sources from which off-campus students borrowed money for college expenses by year in 
college 
Year 
Source for 
borrowing Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n n n n n % 
Parents 7 19 17 23 66 (12.6) 
ISU 5 1 5 12 23 (4.4) 
Guaranteed loan 2 1 1 7 11 (2.0) 
Bank 9 14 8 14 45 (8.7) 
Natl. Defense Loan 3 12 18 19 52 (9.9) 
Government loan 4 8 5 5 22 (4.1) 
Friends 2 2 --- 1 5 (0.9) 
Relative - - - 2 2 1 5 (0.9) 
Miscellaneous 1 5 2 8 (1.4) 
Not necessary 33 41 44 87 205 (39.1) 
No response 32 32 18 2 84 (16.0) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Table 75. Amount of money off-campus students owed that was incurred for college expenses by year 
in college 
Year 
Amount Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n % n % n % n % 
$0 48 (49.0) 73 (53.3) 73 (60.8) 98 (57.3) 292 (55.5) 
$100-400 12 (12.2) 8 (5.8) 6 (5.0) 8 (4.7) 34 (6.5) 
$500-900 7 (7.1) 13 (9.5) 10 (8.3) 20 (11.7) 50 (9.5) 
$1000-1400 2 (2.0) 16 (11.7) 10 (8.3) 14 (8.2) 42 (8.0) 
$1500-1900 2 (2.0) 2 (1.5) 11 (9.2) 12 (7.0) 27 (5.1) 
$2000-2400 1 (1.0) 2 (1.5) 3 (2.5) 7 (4.1) 13 (2.5) 
$2500-2900 --- 2 (1.5) 2 (1.7) 4 (2.3) 8 (1.5) 
$3000-3400 - 2 (1.5) 1 (0.8) 4 (0.6) 4 (0.8) 
$3500 or more 1 (1.0) 1 (0.7) 3 (2.5) 2 (1.2) 7 (1.3) 
No response 25 (25.5) 18 (13.1) 1 (0.8) 5 (2.9) 49 (9.3) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean $267 $427 $532 $572 $479 
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sophomores, $427, juniors, $532 and seniors, $572. Since the percent of 
students who owed money was fairly consistent among the four classes, the 
students in each class who borrowed money showed a fairly substantial 
increase in the amount of money they owed over the amount owed the 
previous year. 
Ranking of residences by estimated cost 
Students were asked to rank the three residence groups, off-campus, 
residence halls and fraternities by their estimation of the expense of 
living in each. The three groups were ranked from least expensive to 
most expensive. Data in Table 76 revealed 78.1 percent of the off-campus 
students reported that living off campus was the least expensive, 
residence halls the next least expensive and fraternities the most 
expensive. The ranking off campus, fraternities and residence halls was 
made by 2.9 percent of the off-campus students. A total of 81.0 percent 
of the off-campus students listed off campus as the least expensive place 
to live. A total of 12.9 percent of the off-campus students indicated 
residence halls were the least expensive place to live while only 3.8 
percent considered fraternities the least expensive. 
Acquaintances 
The data collected concerning acquaintances was presented in this 
section under the following groupings: number of friends, female friends, 
dating patterns, male friends, roommates and faculty. 
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Table 76. Off-campus students' rankings of residences according to 
estimated cost of living in the various residences 
Rankings (least expensive listed first) Total 
n 7o 
Off-campus, residence halls, fraternities 411 (78.1) 
Off-campus, fraternities, residence halls 15 (2.9) 
Fraternities, off-campus, residence halls 3 (0.6) 
Residence halls, off-cançiis, fraternities 51 (9.7) 
Fraternities, residence halls, off-campus 13 (2.5) 
Residence halls, fraternities, off-campus 17 (3.2) 
No response 16 (3.0) 
TOTAL 526 (100.0) 
Number of friends 
The number of new close friends off-campus students made during the 
current school year was shown in Table 77. Few students (13.3 percent) 
reported they had made no new friends during the current year. The 
highest percentage of students (45.8 percent) indicated they had made one 
to four new close friends, while 19.3 percent indicated they had made 
five to nine new close friends. As would be expected, freshmen reported 
a higher total mean number of new close friends (8.91) than students in 
the other three classes. Freshmen were in a new environment and most of 
the friends they had at Iowa State University were made after their 
arrival. Upperclassmen had made close friends at the university during 
Table 77. Number of new close friends off-campus students made during the current school year by 
year in college 
Year 
Friends Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
0 9 (9.2) 18 (13.1) 18 (15.0) 25 (14.6) 70 (13.3) 
1-4 28 (28.6) 64 (46.7) 57 (47.5) 92 (53.8) 241 (45.8) 
5-9 21 (21.4) 31 (22.6) 23 (19.3) 26 (15.2) 101 (19.3) 
10-14 18 (18.4) 8 (5.8) 7 (5.8) 12 (7.0) 45 (8.5) 
15-19 5 (5.1) 4 (2.9) 6 (5.0) 3 (1.8) 18 (3.4) 
20-24 6 (6.1) 4 (2.9) 4 (3.3) 6 (3.5) 20 (3.8) 
25 or more 7 (7.1) 2 (1.4) 2 (1.6) 1 (0.6) 12 (2.3) 
No response 4 (4.1) 6 (4.3) 3 (2.5) 6 (3.5) 19 (3.6) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 8. 91 4. 88 4. 96 4.07 5.39 
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previous years. The overall mean for the number of new close friends was 
5.39. 
Off-campus students were asked to approximate the number of ISU 
students they knew by name. The results appeared in Table 78. Freshmen 
indicated they knew a mean of 76.38 ISU students by name, sophomores 
(90.92), juniors (119.68) and seniors (118.94). Increases in the size of 
the mean were observed between the freshmen and sophomore years and 
sophomore and junior years. Upperclassmen, being present at the 
university a longer period of time, had an opportunity to make a wider 
circle of friends. 
Female friends 
The number of close friends of the opposite sex off-campus students 
reported at Iowa State was shown in Table 79. A total of 24.3 percent 
of the off-campus students reported they had no close friends of the 
opposite sex while 47.1 percent reported they had from one to four close 
friends of the opposite sex. An examination of the number of friends of 
the opposite sex showed an increase for each successive year. Freshmen 
had a mean of 2.61, sophomores 3.19, juniors 3.50 and seniors 4.41. 
Off-campus students' status with members of the opposite sex was 
recorded in Table 80. It was observed that 62.7 percent of the off-
campus students were "unattached", a term denoting that they had not 
committed themselves to one girl. A higher percent of freshmen 
(77.6 percent) were unattached than were sophomores (61.3 percent), 
juniors (56.7 percent) or seniors (59.6 percent). Fifteen percent of the 
off-campus students reported that they were engaged. A higher percent of 
Table 78, Approximate number of ISU students off-campus students knew by name by year in college 
Year 
Students Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7, n % n 7, n % n % 
0-24 15 (15.3) 19 (13.9) 20 (16.6) 10 (5.8) 64 (12.1) 
25-49 29 (29.6) 32 (23.4) 19 (15.8) 28 (16.4) 108 (20.6) 
50-74 18 (18.4) 27 (19.7) 19 (15.8) 34 (19.9) 98 (18.6) 
75-99 4 (4.1) 7 (5.1) 8 (6.7) 10 (5.8) 29 (5.5) 
100-199 18 (18.4) 30 (21.9) 25 (20.9) 51 (29.8) 124 (23.6) 
200-299 7 (7.1) 8 (5.8) 12 (10.0) 20 (11.7) 47 (8.9) 
300 or more 3 (3.0) 7 (5.1) 11 (9.2) 14 (8.1) 35 (6.7) 
Many 2 (2.0) 5 (3.6) 3 (2.5) 2 (1.2) 12 (2.3) 
No response 2 (2.0) 2 (1.5) 3 (2.5) 2 (1.2) 9 (1.7) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 76. 38 90. 92 119. 68 118. 94 103.35 
Table 79. Number of close friends off-campus students reported at ISU of opposite sex by year in 
college 
Year 
Friends Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n 7, n % n 7, n % 
0 35 (35.7) 37 (25.0) 27 (22.5) 29 (17.0) 128 (24.3) 
1-4 44 (44.9) 65 (47.4) 60 (45.0) 78 (45.6) 247 (47.1) 
5-9 9 (9.2) 17 (12.4) 15 (12.5) 35 (20.5) 76 (14.4) 
10-14 5 (5.1) 9 (6.6) 11 (9.2) 11 (6.4) 36 (6.8) 
15-19 - - - 5 (3.6) 3 (2.5) 3 (1.8) 11 (2.1) 
20-24 1 (1.0) - - - 2 (1.7) 5 (2.9) 8 (1.5) 
25 or more 1 (1.0) - - - --- 3 (1.8) 4 (0.8) 
No response 3 (3.0) 4 (2.9) 3 (2.5) 7 (4.1) 16 (3.1) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 2. 61 3. 19 3 .50 4. 41 3. 54 
Table 80. Off-campus students status with members of the opposite sex by year in college 
Year 
Status Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n % n % n % n % 
Engaged 5 (5.1) 15 (10.9) 24 (20.0) 35 (20.5) 79 (15. 0) 
Pinned 1 (1.0) 8 (5.8) 5 (4.2) 8 (4.7) 22 (4. 2) 
Going steady 15 (15.3) 80 (21.9) 21 (17.5) 25 (14.6) 91 (17. 3) 
Unattached 76 (77.6) 84 (61.3) 68 (56.7) 102 (59.6) 330 (62. 7) 
No response 1 (1.0) --- 1 (0.8) 1 (0.6) 3 (0. 6) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100. 0) 
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seniors (20.5 percent) and juniors (20.0 percent) were engaged than 
sophomores (10.9 percent) or freshmen (5.1) percent. A total of 17.3 
percent of the off-campus students reported they were going steady and 
4.2 percent reported that they were pinned. 
Dating patterns 
Off-campus students were requested to indicate the number of dates 
they had had during the previous month with ISU coeds. The information 
was presented in Table 81. Fifty-four and five tenths percent of the 
off-campus students reported they had had no dates with ISU coeds during 
the previous month. The percentage of freshmen (66.3 percent) was 
higher in that category than sophomores (55.5 percent), juniors (56.6 
percent) or seniors (45.6 percent). Those students reporting one or two 
dates included a total of 16.7 percent. 
Computed mean figures indicated that seniors (5.05 dates during the 
previous month) had had more dates with ISU coeds than sophomores (3.11), 
juniors (2.66) or freshmen (1.27). The high ratio of undergraduate men to 
women at Iowa State might be a partial explanation of why such a high 
percentage of off-campus students were not dating. The Registrar's Office 
indicated there were 2.6 undergraduate men enrolled to each woman enrolled. 
The greater frequency with which seniors were dating than underclassmen 
might be explained by the fact that seniors knew more coeds, as reported 
in Table 79. 
Recorded in Table 82 were figures indicating the number of dates 
off-campus students had had during the previous month with girls not 
attending Iowa State. As was the case in the previous table, a high 
Table 81. Number of dates off-campus students had during the previous month with ISU coeds by 
year in college 
Year 
Dates Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n 7o n % n % n % 
0 65 (66.3) 76 (55.5) 68 (56.6) 78 (45.6) 287 (54.5) 
1-2 16 (16.3) 25 (18.2) 14 (11.8) 33 (19.3) 88 (16.7) 
3-4 7 (7.1) 7 (5.1) 19 (15.9) 10 (5.8) 43 (8.2) 
5-9 6 (6.1) 15 (10.9) 8 (6.6) 19 (11.1) 48 (9.1) 
10-14 2 (2.0) 4 (2.9) 4 (3.3) 5 (2.9) 15 (2.8) 
15-19 1 (1.0) 3 (2.2) 3 (2.5) 4 (2.3) 11 (2.1) 
20-24 --- 3 (2.2) 10 (5.8) 13 (2.5) 
25 or more - - - 4 (2.9) 3 (2.5) 12 (7.0) 19 (3.6) 
No response 1 (1.0) --- 1 (0.8) 2 (0.4) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 1. 27 3.11 2. 66 5. 05 3.30 
Table 82. Number of dates off-campus students had during the previous month with girls not 
attending ISU by year in college 
Year 
Dates Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n % n % n % n % 
0 38 (38.8) 55 (40.1) 53 (44.2) 89 (52.0) 235 (44.8) 
1-2 23 (23.5) 21 (15.3) 16 (13.3) 25 (14.6) 85 (16.1) 
3-4 19 (19.4) 17 (12.4) 20 (16.7) 21 (12.3) 77 (14.6) 
5-9 12 (12.2) 24 (17.5) 16 (13.3) 11 (6.4) 63 (12.0) 
10-14 5 (5.1) 15 (10.9) 12 (10.0) 13 (7.6) 45 (8.5) 
15-19 --- 1 (0.7) 1 (0.8) 8 (4.7) 10 (1.9) 
20-24 - - - --- ---
25 or more 1 (1.0) 2 (1.5) 4 (2.3) 7 (1.3) 
No response - - - 2 (1.5) 2 (1.6) •-- 4 (0.8) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 2. 64 3. 67 2. 82 3. 26 3. 14 
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percent (44.8 percent) of the off-campus students had not dated. Whereas 
in the previous table fewer freshmen were dating girls than the upper-
classmen, data in Table 80 indicated just the opposite. A greater number 
of seniors (52.0 percent) had not dated girls not attending Iowa State 
University than juniors (44.2 percent), sophomores (40.1 percent) or 
freshmen (38.8 percent). Sixteen and one tenth percent of the students 
reported having had only one or two dates during the previous month with 
girls not attending Iowa State University. 
Few differences were found among the mean number of dates off-campus 
students had had with girls not attending Iowa State. The overall mean 
number of dates was 3.14. The mean figure when compared with the percent 
of off-campus students who dated by year in school seemed to indicate that 
although fewer seniors dated girls not attending Iowa State University 
those who did date, dated more frequently. 
Consideration of the data in Table 83 revealed the number of dates 
off-campus students had had during the previous month with ISU coeds by 
the number of dates they had had during the previous month with girls not 
attending Iowa State University. It was observed in the table that 38.7 
percent of the off-campus students reported they had not dated either ISU 
coeds or non-lSU coeds during the previous month. Therefore, 38.7 percent 
of the off-campus males had not dated during the previous month. Considera­
tion of the data in the table showed that generally the more frequently 
an off-campus student dated an ISU coed the less frequently he dated non-
ISU coeds. The opposite case was also true. 
The dating habits of off-campus students during the school year 
Table 83. Number of dates off-campus students had during the previous month with ISU coeds by 
number of dates they had during the previous month with girls not attending ISU 
Dates ISU 
coeds 
Dates non-
0 
n 7„ 
ISU coeds 
1-2 
n 7o 
3-4 
n % 
5-9 
n % 
10-
n 
14 
% 
15 or 
more 
n 7o 
No 
response 
n 
Total 
n 
0 111 (38.7) 32 (11.1) 49 (17.2) 40 (13.9) 37 (12.9) 14 (4.9) 4 287 
1-2 33 (37.5) 24 (27.3) 16 (18.2) 9 (10.2) 3 (3.4) 3 (3.4) - - - 88 
3-4 17 (39.5) 10 (23.3) 7 (16.3) 8 (18.6) 1 (2.3) -  -  - -  -  - 43 
5-9 26 (54.2) 13 (27.1) 2 (4.2) 4 (8.3) 3 (6.3) -  -  - -  -  - 48 
10-14 10 (66.7) 1 (6.7) 2 (13.3) 1 (6.7) 1 (6.7) -  -  - -  -  - 15 
15-19 9 (81.8) 1 (9.1) --- 1 (9.1) -  — - - - - 11 
20-24 9 (69.2) 3 (23.1) 1 (7.7) --- -  -  - 13 
25 or more 18 (94.7) 1 (5.3) --  - --  - --- - - - 19 
No response 2 --- -- - --  - - - - -  -  - 2 
TOTAL 235 85 77 63 45 17 4 526 
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among ISU coeds living off campus, in residence halls and in sororities 
were reported in Tables 84, 85 and 86. In Table 84 it was shown that 
66.6 percent of the off-campus students had not dated off-campus women 
during the current school year. Information in Table 85 indicated 50.9 
percent of the off-campus males had not dated residence hall women. The 
percent of off-campus students who had not dated ISU sorority women was 
disclosed in Table 86 to be 76.3 percent. Comparisons revealed that 
off-campus students dated residence hall women most frequently and 
sorority women least frequently. As was the case in Table 81, freshmen 
dated less frequently than sophomores, juniors or seniors. Seniors dated 
most frequently. Consideration of the information recorded in the three 
tables must take into account the fact that there were fewer women who 
lived off-campus or in sororities enrolled at Iowa State than women who 
resided in residence halls. The high ratio of men to women at Iowa 
State University probably also has a bearing on the number of men who were 
able to obtain dates with the three women's residence groupings. 
Off-campus students were asked to list the places where they most 
frequently entertained their dates. The listings were complied in 
Table 87. Dates were most frequently entertained at movies (38.4 percent). 
The next most frequently mentioned place was an apartment or room (20.1 
percent). No other places were listed with high consistency. Nineteen 
other places were listed a total of three or more times. Places listed 
with some consistency and the percent of responses they received included; 
dance (5.7 percent), bar (3.1 percent) and dinner, restaurant or cafe 
(3.1 percent). 
Table 84. Number of ISU off-campus women off-campus students dated during the current school year 
by year in college 
Year 
Off-campus women Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
0 76 (77.6) 99 (72.3) 76 (63.2) 99 (57.9) 350 (66.6) 
1 9 (9.2) 20 (14.6) 24 (20.0) 30 (17.5) 83 (15.7) 
2 6 (6.1) 9 (6.6) 10 (8.5) 20 (11.7) 45 (8.5) 
3 3 (3.1) 3 (2.2) 4 (3.3) 11 (6.4) 21 (4.0) 
4 1 (1.0) 4 (2.9) 2 (1.7) 3 (1.8) 10 (1.9) 
5 1 (1.0) -- 2 (1.7) 3 (1.8) 6 (1.1) 
6 or more 2 (2.0) 2 (1.5) 2 (1.6) 5 (2.9) 11 (2.1) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 0.61 0.66 0.73 1.06 0.80 
Table 85. Number of ISU residence hall women off-campus students dated during school year by year 
in college 
Year 
Residence hall women Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
0 56 (57.1) 69 (50.4) 61 (50.8) 81 (47.4) 267 (50.9) 
1 15 (15.3) 31 (22.6) 26 (21.5) 33 (19.3) 105 (19.9) 
2 16 (16.3) 12 (8.8) 15 (12.6) 28 (16.4) 71 (13.5) 
3 6 (6.1) 10 (7.3) 7 (5.8) 13 (7.6) 36 (6.8) 
4 1 (1.0) 6 (4.4) 3 (2.5) 6 (3.5) 16 (3.0) 
5 3 (3.1) 4 (2.9) 3 (2.5) 3 (1.8) 13 (2.5) 
6 or more 1 (1.0) 5 (3.7) 5 (4.1) 7 (4.1) 18 (3.5) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 0. 94 1. 33 1. 72 1. 38 1. 36 
Table 86. Number of ISU sorority women off-campus students dated during school year by year 
in college 
Year 
Sorority women Freshman Sophomore . Junior Senior Total 
n % n 7. n % n 7, n % 
0 81 (82.7) 109 (79.6) 94 (78.1) 117 (68.4) 401 (76.3) 
1 5 (5.1) 11 (8.0) 20 (16.8) 30 (17.5) 66 (12.5) 
2 7 (7.1) 13 (9.5) 4 (3.4) 13 (7.6) 37 (7.0) 
3 1 (1.0) 2 (1.5) 1 (0.8) 3 (1.8) 7 (1.3) 
4 - - - 2 (1.5) 1 (0.8) 1 (0.6) 4 (0.8) 
5 1 (1.0) 4 (2.3) 5 (0.9) 
6 or more 3 (3.0) 3 (1.8) 6 (1.2) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 0. 52 0. 37 0. 29 0. 65 0. 47 
Table 87. Where off-campus students most frequently entertained dates 
Year 
Where entertained Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7, n % n 7o n % n % 
Movie 44 (33.8) 63 (55.7) 54 (35.2) 62 (32.1) 223 (38.4) 
Bar 4 (3.1) 1 (0.9) 5 (3.3) 9 (4.7) 19 (3.1) 
Party 4 (3.1) 5 (4.4) 1 (0.7) 4 (2.1) 14 (2.4) 
Dance 8 (6.2) 9 (7.9) 9 (5.8) 8 (4.1) 34 (5.7) 
Study date library 2 (1.5) 1 (0.9) 2 (1.3) 3 (1.6) 8 (1.4) 
Church 2 (1.5) 2 (1.8) 3 (2.0) 1 (0.5) 8 (1.4) 
Apartment or room 25 (19.2) 12 (10.6) 31 (20.2) 51 (26.4) 119 (20.1) 
Home 1 (0.8) --- 1 (0.7) 3 (1.6) 5 (0.9) 
Pizza House 1 (0.8) 1 (0.9) 3 (2.0) 2 (1.0) 7 (1.2) 
Dinner, restaurant, cafe 3 (2.3) - 6 (3.9) 10 (5.2) 19 (3.1) 
Sports events 1 (0.8) 1 (0.9) --- 2 (1.0) 4 (0.7) 
Bowling 5 (3.8) -- - 1 (0.7) --- 6 (1.0) 
Memorial Union 4 (3.1) 1 (0.9) 2 (1.3) 1 (0.5) 8 (1.4) 
University event 6 (4.6) 4 (3.5) 3 (2.0) 5 (2.6) 18 (2.9) 
City other than Ames 3 (2.3) 1 (0.9) 8 (5.1) 4 (2.1) 16 (2.6) 
Musical event, concert 3 (2.3) 3 (2.7) 3 (2.0) 4 (2.1) 13 (2.2) 
In bed 3 (2.3) 1 (0.9) 4 (2.6) 5 (2.6) 13 (2.2) 
Dates home 1 (0.8) --- 5 (3.3) 5 (2.6) 11 (1.9) 
Varies 4 (3.1) 1 (0.9) 3 (2.0) 6 (3.1) 14 (2.4) 
Car 2 (1.5) 1 (0.9) - --- 3 (0.5) 
Friends — • - - 2 (1.3) 2 (1.0) 4 (0.7) 
Miscellaneous 4 (3.1) 6 (5.3) 7 (4.6) 6 (3.1) 23 (3.8) 
TOTAL 130 113 153 193 589* 
^Several students listed more than one place where they frequently entertain dates 
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Male friends 
Students were asked to indicate the number of close friends of the 
same sex they had at ISU. The results appeared in Table 88. Only 4.4 
percent of the off-campus students indicated they had no close friends of 
the same sex at ISU. Twenty-nine and three tenths percent of the off-
campus students indicated they had from one. to four close friends while 
24.9 percent indicated they had from five to nine friends. Little 
differences were observed in the mean number of close friends of the same 
sex when comparisons were made among academic classes. Juniors and 
seniors reported only a slightly higher number of friends of the same sex 
than did freshmen or sophomores. The overall mean number of friends off-
canq>us students had of the same sex was 10.56. 
Roommates 
Figures in Table 89 indicated the number of roonmates off-campus 
students had by year in college. Twenty-seven and four tenths percent 
of the off-campus students reported that they lived alone or had no 
roommates. Those students who indicated they had one roommate consisted 
of 36.1 percent of the off-campus students, while those having two roommates 
made up 21.5 percent. Ten and six tenths percent of the off-campus 
students reported they had three other roommates. Only 18 students 
reported they had four or more roommates. Little difference was observed 
among the mean number of roommates as computed for each of the academic 
classes. The mean number of roommates for all off-campus students was 
computed to be 1.26. 
The reported number of different roonmates off-campus students had 
Table 88. Number of close friends off-campus students had at ISU of the same sex by year in college 
Year 
Friends Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
0 1 (1.0) 9 (6.6) 5 (4.2) 8 (4.7) 23 (4.4) 
1-4 29 (29.6) 43 (31.4) 38 (31.7) 44 (25.7) 154 (29.3) 
5-9 25 (25.5) 36 (26.3) 28 (23.3) 42 (24.6) 131 (24.9) 
10-14 24 (24.5) 18 (13.1) 16 (13.3) 35 (20.5) 93 (17.7) 
15-19 3 (3.1) 5 (3.6) 8 (6.7) 11 (6.4) 27 (5.1) 
20-24 7 (7.1) 11 (8.0) 8 (6.7) 11 (6.4) 37 (7.0) 
25 or more 8 (8.2) 12 (8.8) 13 (10.8) 14 (8.2) 47 (8.9) 
No response 1 (1.0) 3 (2.2) 4 (3.3) 6 (3.5) 14 (2.7) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 9. 42 9. 44 11. 21 10.86 10. 56 
Table 89, Number of roommates off-campus students had by year in college 
Year 
Roommates Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n 7. n 7. n 7. 
0 31 (31.6) 26 (19.0) 38 (31.7) 49 (28.7) 144 (27.4) 
1 38 (38.8) 57 (41.6) 36 (30.0) 59 (34.5) 190 (36.1) 
2 12 (12.2) 31 (22.6) 28 (23.3) 42 (24.6) 113 (21.5) 
3 12 (12.2) 14 (10.2) 14 (11.7) 16 (9.4) 56 (10.6) 
4 2 (2.0) 7 (5.1) 2 (1.7) 5 (2.9) 16 (3.0) 
5 or more I (1.0) 1 (0.7) --- 2 (0.4) 
No response 2 (2.0) 1 (0.7) 2 (1.7) --- 2 (0.4) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 1. 16 1. 43 1. 20 1. 23 1. 26 
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had since coming to ISTJ were revealed in Table 90. Few students (15.8 
percent) had never had a roommate. The largest number of those who had 
never had a roommate were freshmen (29.6 percent). As expected, the mean 
number of roomnates increased from the freshmen year through the senior 
year. Freshmen recorded a mean number of different roommates of 1.98, 
sophomores, 3.79, juniors, 4.05 and seniors 5.36. 
When off-campus students were asked to list where they had met each 
of their present roommates, they responded with the list found in Table 91. 
The largest percent (25.3 percent) said that they met their roommates when 
they moved into their present living accommodations. Surprisingly little 
differences were found among the percent of students who listed that 
answer by year in school. Twenty-three percent of the off-caucus students 
responded that they knew their present roomnates before entering ISU or 
that they knew them in high school or their hometowns. The residence 
halls provided the meeting place for 12.4 percent of the students. Twelve 
percent of the off-campus students indicated they met their present room­
mates either at college, at ISU or in Ames. Other methods of meeting 
friends included: introduced by friends (5.9 percent), class (5.7 percent), 
church or church group (3.5 percent) and roommate was a relative (3.6 
percent). 
Faculty 
The off-campus students' estimated numbers of ISU faculty or staff 
members who knew them by name were disclosed in Table 92. As might be 
expected, seniors reported a greater mean number of faculty and staff 
members who knew them by name (13.71) than juniors (9.42), sophomores 
Table 90. Number of different roommates off-campus students had had since coming to ISUby year 
in college 
Year 
Roommates Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
0 29 (29.6) 14 (10.2) 18 (15.0) 22 (12.9) 83 (15.8) 
1-2 38 (38.8) 40 (29.2) 21 (17.5) 24 (14.0) 123 (23.4) 
3-4 18 (18.4) 35 (25.5) 33 (27.5) 37 (21.6) 123 (23.4) 
5-6 5 (5.1) 25 (18.2) 26 (21.7) 35 (20.5) 91 (17.3) 
7-8 1 (1.0) 12 (8.8) 8 (6.7) 22 (12.9) 43 (8.2) 
9-10 2 (2.0) 5 (3.6) 7 (5.8) 14 (8.2) 28 (5.3) 
11-12 - - - 2 (1.5) --- 10 (5.8) 12 (2.3) 
13 or more 1 (1.0) 2 (1.5) 4 (3.3) 7 (4.1) 14 (2.7) 
No response 4 (4.1) 2 (1.5) 3 (2.5) 9 (1.7) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 1. 98 3. 79 4. 05 5. 36 4.04 
Table 91. Where off-campus students met present roommates by year in college 
Year 
Where met roommate Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
Already there when moved in, 
moved in, at apartment 29 (25.7) 64 (31.0) 41 (23.3) 53 (21.9) 187 (25.3) 
Knew before entering ISU, high 
school, hometown 32 (28.4) 48 (23.3) 47 (26.7) 43 (17.7) 170 (23.0) 
Introduced by friends 4 (3.5) 12 (5.9) 13 (7.4) 15 (6.2) 44 (5.9) 
Roommate is relative 11 (9.7) 6 (2.9) 3 (1.7) 7 (2.9) 27 (3.6) 
Residence halls 7 (6.1) 13 (6.3) 22 (12.4) 50 (20.6) 92 (12.4) 
Fraternity 3 (2.6) 5 (2.4) 5 (2.9) 4 (1.6) 17 (2.3) 
Class 5 (4.4) 9 (3.3) 6 (3.4) 22 (9.0) 42 (5.7) 
In university building; library, 
gym, union, etc. 1 (0.9) 2 (1.0) --- 3 (1.2) 6 (0.8) 
Church, church group 4 (3.5) 4 (1.9) 10 (5.7) 8 (3.3) 26 (3.5) 
Party 4 (1.9) 6 (3.4) 1 (0.4) 11 (1.5) 
Campus activity 1 (0.9) 1 (0,5) 1 (0.6) 3 (1.2) 6 (0.8) 
At college, ISU, in Ames 14 (12.3) 29 (14.1) 18 (10.2) 27 (11.1) 88 (12.0) 
Miscellaneous 2 (1.8) 11 (5.4) 4 (2.3) 7 (2.9) 24 (3.2) 
TOTAL 113 208 176 243 740* (100.0) 
®Many students had more than one roommate 
Table 92. Off-campus students' estimates of the number of ISU faculty or staff members who knew them 
by name by year in college 
Year 
Faculty or staff Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
0 5 (5.1) 6 (4.4) 3 (2.5) 2 (1.2) 16 (3.0) 
1-4 38 (38.8) 42 (30.7) 30 (24.8) 26 (15.2) 136 (25.8) 
5-9 26 (26.5) 38 (27.7) 38 (31.4) 32 (18.7) 134 (25.4) 
10-14 14 (14.3) 25 (18.2) 25 (20.7) 48 (28.1) 112 (21.3) 
15-19 7 (7.1) 5 (3.6) 7 (5.8) 18 (10.5) 37 (7.0) 
20-24 3 (3.1) 11 (8.0) 4 (3.3) 19 (11.1) 37 (7.0) 
25-29 1 (1.0) 4 (2.9) 3 (2.5) 5 (2.9) 13 (2.5) 
30 or more 2 (2.0) 3 (2.2) 6 (5.0) 17 (9.9) 28 (5.3) 
No response 2 (2.0) 3 (2.2) 5 (4.1) 4 (2.3) 14 (2.7) 
TOTAL 98 137 121 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 7. 72 8. 16 9. 42 13.71 10.15 
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(8.16) or freshmen (7.72). Few students (3.0 percent) reported no faculty 
or staff members knew them by name. Twenty-five and eight tenths percent 
of the off-campus students reported one to four members of the faculty or 
staff knew them by name, while 25.4 percent indicated five to nine staff 
members knew them by name and 21.3 percent indicated 10 to 14 staff members 
knew them by name. 
Student Activities, Use of Time, Use of University Facilities 
The data collected for the study included information concerning 
student activities, use of time and use of university facilities. Student 
participation in activities while in high school and college, the adequate-
ness of social events, the need for an off-campus center, leisure-time 
activities and use of cars were considered in this section. Also considered 
was the amount of time students spent in church, away from Ames on weekends, 
studying, sleeping and with communication media. Off-cas^us students' use 
of the following university facilities was reported: library. Memorial 
Union, Beyer Gymnasium, health clinic or hospital and counseling service. 
Student Activities 
High school 
The students were asked to check the activities they participated 
in during high school from a list of activities provided in the 
questionnaire. From the data shown in Table 93 it was found that 67.6 
percent of the off-campus students participated in athletics, 44.9 percent 
in music groups, 33.7 percent in an honor society, 53.6 percent in a 
departmental club, 21.0 percent in a theatre group and 23.4 percent on a 
Table 93. Activities off-campus students participated in during high school 
Participated in Did not participate 
in high school in in high school Total 
n % n % n 
Athletics 356 (67.6) 170 (32.4) 526 
Music group 236 (44.9) 290 (55.1) 526 
Honor society 177 (33.7) 662 (66.3) 526 
School or departmental club 283 (53.6) 243 (46.2) 526 
Theater group 110 (21.0) 416 (79.0) 526 
Publication staff 123 (23.4) 403 (76.6) 526 
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publication staff. Of those activities listed, athletics and school or 
departmental clubs appeared to be the most popular. 
College 
The percent of off-campus students who participated in activities 
while they were in college were presented in Table 94. A total of 32.1 
percent of all off-campus students had participated in varsity or intra­
mural athletics. The percent participating in that activity increased 
sharply from the freshmen year (13.3 percent) to the sophomore year (32.8 
percent). It was observed that 43.9 percent of the seniors had participated 
in varsity or intramural athletics while in college. 
The most popular college activity appeared to be school or depart­
mental clubs. A total of 43.5 percent of the off-campus students had 
participated. A sharp increase in participation was noted between the 
freshmen (22.4 percent) and sophomore (40.9 percent). Fifty-seven and 
three tenths percent of the seniors had participated in school or depart­
mental clubs while in college. 
Few students had participated in music groups (12.0 percent), honor 
societies (11.2 percent), publication staffs (5.3 percent) or theatre 
groups (3.0 percent). 
A comparison of Tables 93 and 94 indicated a sharp decrease in 
activities participation between high school and college in all 
categories except school or departmental clubs. For the most accurate 
comparison, figures in Table 93 should be compared with those in the senior 
column in Table 94. The figures in Table 93 indicated participation 
sometime during the four years of high school. The senior column in 
Table 94. Percent of off-campus students who had participated in activities while in college by 
year in college 
Percent of students who had participated by year 
Activity Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total Total not 
participated participated 
% 7, % % % % 
Varsity or Intramural 
athletics 
Music group 
Honor society 
School or departmental 
club 
Theater group 
Publication staff 
13.3 32.8 29.8 
6.1 11.7 5.8 
5.1 7.3 8.3 
22.4 40.9 43.8 
1.5 3.3 
1.0 1.5 5.8 
43.9 32.1 67.9 
19.9 12.0 88.0 
19.9 11.2 88.8 
57.3 43.5 56.5 
5.8 3.0 97.0 
10.5 5.3 94.7 
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Table 94 would indicate participation sometime during the four years of 
college. 
Intramural participation during the current school year was disclosed 
in Table 95. Students who indicated they had not participated in any 
intramurals during the current school year composed 76.8 percent of the 
total off-campus population. Little differences could be observed in the 
percent of participation in each of the intramural sports among academic 
classes. The most popular intramural sport appeared to be basketball 
(11.8 percent participation) followed by football (8.0 percent participa­
tion), baseball (5.1 percent participation), volleyball (4.9 percent 
participation) and swimming (1.7 percent participation). Seven percent of 
the students indicated they had participated in other intramural sports. 
The figures seemed to indicate that students who lived off campus 
were not making wide use of the intramural programs as provided by the 
university. Intramural leagues were generally based on residence unit 
participation. Off-campus students were not members of a residence unit. 
Most intramural sports also required a team consisting of several members, 
a requirement hard to attain for students who lived alone or with only a 
few other students. 
Adequateness of social events 
Off-campus students were requested to respond to the question, "Are 
there adequate social events available to the off-canq)us student?" 
Approximately forty percent (39.7) of the off-campus students indicated 
they were not adequate. Fifty-six and eight tenths percent of the 
students replied they were adequate. The data were reported in Table 96. 
Table 95. Intramurals off-campus students had participated In during current school year by year 
in college 
Percent participation by year 
Intramurals Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Overall percentage of participation 
% % % % % 
Football 8.2 5.8 11.6 7.0 8.0 
Basketball 12.2 9.5 9.9 14.6 11.8 
Volleyball 4.1 5.1 5.0 5.3 4.9 
Baseball 4.1 4.4 6.6 5.3 5.1 
Swimming 3.1 1.5 1.7 1.2 1.7 
Other sports 8.2 5.1 5.8 8.8 7.0 
Not participated 76.5 78.8 77.7 74.9 76.8 
Table 96. Off-campus students' opinions of the adequateness of social events available to them 
by year in college 
Year 
Adequateness Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n 7. n % n % n % 
Adequate 56 (57.1) 74 (54.0) 66 (55.0) 103 (60.2) 299 (56.8) 
Not adequate 39 (39.8) 57 (41.6) 49 (40.8) 64 (37.4) 209 (39.7) 
No response 3 (3.1) 6 (4.4) 5 (1.2) 4 (2.3) 18 (3.5) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
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Few differences were observed among the answers as given by members 
of the four academic classes. 
Need for off-campus center 
Students were asked to react to the following statement and 
question, "There has been some talk about establishing a center where 
off-campus students could meet, have recreation, and hold social 
functions. Do you feel there is a need for such a center?" Sixty-two 
percent of the students replied affirmatively. As was seen in Table 97, 
a slightly smaller percent of seniors (57.9 percent) felt there was a 
need for an off-campus center than did underclassmen. 
When students were asked if they would frequent an off-campus center, 
60.3 percent reported they would. A higher percentage of freshmen 
(71.4 percent) and sophomores (63.5 percent) suggested that they would 
frequent an off-campus center than juniors (56.7 percent) or seniors 
(53.8 percent). Off-campus centers appeared to appeal more to the 
underclassmen. Data on frequenting an off-campus center were contained 
in Table 98. The high percentage of off-campus students who indicated 
they would frequent an off-campus center would seemingly demonstrate a 
need for such a center. 
Students appeared to be slightly less enthusiastic about the 
university's taking steps to establish an off-cançus center than they 
were about the need for an off-campus center. It was found in Table 99 
that 56.5 percent of the off-campus students felt the university should 
take steps to establish an off-campus center. Data in Table 97 reported 
62.0 percent of the off-campus students felt an off-campus center was 
Table 97. Off-campus students' felt needs for an off-campus center by year in college 
Year 
Need Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n 7o n % n % n % 
Need center 62 (63.3) 88 (64.2) 77 (64.2) 99 (57.9) 326 (62.0) 
Do not need center 34 (34.7) 46 (33.6) 41 (34.2) 70 (40.9) 191 (36.3) 
No response 2 (2.0) 3 (2.2) 2 (1.7) 2 (1.2) 9 (1.7) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Table 98. Off-campus students' opinions of whether or not they would frequent an off-campus center 
by year in college 
Year 
Frequent Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7« n % n % n % n % 
Would frequent 70 (71.4) 87 (63.5) 68 (56.7) 92 (53.8) 317 (60.3) 
Would not frequent 25 (25.5) 45 (32.8) 50 (41.7) 71 (41.5) 191 (36.3) 
No response 3 (3.1) 5 (3.6) 2 (1.7) 8 (4.7) 18 (3.4) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Table 99. Off-campus students' opinions of whether or not the university should take steps to 
establish an off-campus center by year in college 
Year 
Establish center Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
Should establish 60 (61.2) 76 (55.5) 73 (60.8) 88 (51.5) 297 (56.5) 
Should not establish 33 (33.7) 56 (40.9) 43 (35.8) 78 (45.6) 210 (39.9) 
No response 5 (5.1) 5 (3.6) 4 (3.3) 5 (2.9) 19 (3.6) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
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needed. Methods of establishing an off-campus center with other than 
university assistance would include the establishment of a center by a 
private developer or by a club or organization. Interest demonstrated in 
Tables 97, 98 and 99 would suggest that an off-campus center, if properly 
organized, promoted and run could be successful. 
Leisure-time activities 
Off-canpus students listed the leisure-time activities that occupied 
the greatest amount of time spent away from studies in Table 100. Twenty-
one leisure-time activities were listed with a frequency of five or more 
times. Thirty-eight miscellaneous leisure-time activities were also 
listed. The most frequently mentioned leisure-time activities were sports 
(15.0 percent), dating (11.5 percent), television (11.2 percent), visiting 
with friends (8.7 percent), reading (7.7 percent) and tavern (6.2 percent). 
Other leisure-time activities were recorded by less than five percent of 
the students. Although figures comparing leisure-time activities among 
classes were not included in Table 100, they indicated leisure-time 
activities remained fairly constant as students advanced through the 
university. 
Table 100. Leisure-time activities of off-campus students that occupied 
the greatest amount of time spent away from studies 
Activities Total 
n % 
M)vie 
Sleeping 
Reading 
21 (2.9) 
27 (3.8) 
56 (7.7) 
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Table 100 (Continued) 
Activities Total 
n 7o 
Music activities 28 (3.9) 
Sports 108 (15.0) 
Church activities 8 (1.1) 
Television 80 (11.2) 
Visiting with friends 62 (8.7) 
Messing around 26 (3.6) 
Dating 83 (11.5) 
Automobile 19 (2.7) 
Dancing 5 (0.7) 
Work 21 (2.9) 
Cards 23 (3.2) 
Hunting or fishing 11 (1.5) 
Hobbies 20 (2.8) 
Tavern 44 (6.2) 
Campus activity 10 (1.4) 
Playing pool 8 (1.1) 
Parties 13 (1.8) 
No leisure time 7 (1.0) 
Miscellaneous 38 (5.3) 
TOTAL 718* (100.0) 
^Several students listed more than one response 
In Table 101, students designated where they and their friends most 
frequently got together to spend leisure time. Students' rooms or 
apartments were most frequently mentioned (49.9 percent) as the place 
where students got together with their friends. Taverns ranked a distant 
second (14.9 percent). The Memorial Union was listed by 9.1 percent of 
the students and church centers by 4.6 percent of the students. 
The beer-drinking habits of off-campus students twenty-one years of 
age or older, before they turned 21 years of age, were recorded in 
Table 102. Twenty-one and five tenths percent of the off-campus students 
Table 101, Where off-campus students and their friends most frequently got together to spend leisure 
time by year in college 
Where spend leisure time Year 
Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n 7. 
Room or apartment 60 (57.7) 82 (51.9) 61 (44.9) 97 (48.1) 300 (49.9) 
Varies 2 (1.9) 3 (1.9) 2 (1.5) 3 (1.5) 10 (1.7) 
Restaurant or cafe 3 (2.9) 4 (2.5) 4 (2.9) 5 (2.5) 16 (2.7) 
Tavern 7 (6.7) 14 (8.9) 22 (16.2) 47 (23.3) 90 (14.9) 
University building 1 (1.0) 3 (1.9) 3 (2.2) 4 (2.0) 11 (1.8) 
Church center 5 (4.8) 8 (5.1) 8 (5.9) 7 (3.4) 28 (4.6) 
Car 3 (2.9) 4 (2.5) --- - - - 7 (1.2) 
Gymnasium 1 (1.0) 6 (3.8) 4 (2.9) 4 (2.0) 15 (2.5) 
Outdoors 5 (4.8) 2 (1.3) 6 (4.4) 1 (0.5) 14 (2.3) 
YMCA 2 (1.9) 1 (0.6) - - - 3 (1.5) 6 (1.0) 
Memorial Union 7 (6.7) 14 (8.9) 14 (10.3) 19 (9.3) 54 (9.1) 
Residence halls 3 (2.9) 4 (2.5) 4 (2.9) 1 (0.5) 12 (2.0) 
Movies 1 (1.0) 3 (1.9) 2 (1.5) 3 (1.5) 9 (1.5) 
Miscellaneous 4 (3.8) 10 (6.3) 6 (4.4) 9 (3.9) 29 (4.8) 
TOTAL 104 158 136 203 601* 
^Several students listed more than one response 
Table 102. Beer drinking habits of off-campus students twenty-one years old or older before they 
were 21 years old by year in college 
Year 
Beer drinking habits Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7, n 7o n % n % n % 
Did not drink 3 (20.0) 7 (23.3) 12 (18.5) 34 (21.5) 56 (20.5) 
Drank infrequently 4 (26.7) 6 (20.0) 15 (23.1) 43 (27.2) 68 (24.8) 
Drank occasionally 4 (26.7) 9 (30.0) 20 (30.7) 53 (33.5) 86 (31.4) 
Drank frequently 4 (26.7) 8 (26.7) 18 (27.7) 28 (17.8) 58 (21.1) 
TOTAL 21 years old or over 15 30 65 158 268 
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over 21 years of age revealed that they had not drunk beer before they 
were 21 years of age. Of those students who had drunk before they were 
21 years old, 24.8 percent drank infrequently, 31.4 percent drank 
occasionally, while 21.1 percent drank frequently. 
The beer-drinking habits of students over 21 years of age before 
they were 21 years of age, as reported in Table 102, were quite similar 
to those reported in Table 103 for off-campus students under 21 years of 
age. Data reported that only 20.3 percent of the off-campus students 
under 21 years of age had never drunk beer. Students who disclosed that 
they drank infrequently composed 27.6 percent of the population. Those 
who drank occasionally, 29.6 percent, and those who drank frequently, 
22.1 percent. 
Cars 
Tables 104 through 107 contained data concerning the possession of 
cars by off-campus students. A steady increase in the ownership of 
cars was noted by percentage increases from the freshman through the 
senior year. Fifty-eight and two tenths percent of the freshmen indicated 
they owned cars while 72.5 percent of the seniors indicated they owned 
cars. Slightly over two-thirds (67.7 percent) of all off-campus students 
reported they owned a car. 
All students who owned cars did not have them with them in Ames. A 
total of 57.6 percent of all off-caucus students had cars with them in 
Ames. Fewer freshmen (37.8 percent) had cars in Ames than seniors (67.8 
percent). 
Traffic tickets had been received by a high percentage of off-campus 
Table 103. Beer drinking habits of off-campus students under twenty-one years of age by year 
in college 
Year 
Beer drinking habits Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7. n % n % n % n % 
Had not drank 18 (21.7) 18 (16.8) 10 (18.2) 6 (46.1) 52 (20.3) 
Drank infrequently 28 (33.7) 30 (28.0) 11 (20.0) 3 (23.1) 72 (27.6) 
Drank occasionally 19 (22.9) 32 (30.0) 22 (40.0) 3 (23.1) 76 (29.6) 
Drank frequently 17 (20.5) 27 (25.2) 12 (21.8) 1 (7.7) 57 (22.1) 
No response 1 (1.2) - ... 1 (0.4) 
Total under 21 years old 83 107 55 13 258 
Table 104. Off-campus students who owned a car by year In college 
Year 
Freshman 
% 
Sophomore 
7. 
Junior 
% 
Senior 
7o 
TptaX 
Percent owning car 58.2 65.7 70.8 72.5 67.7 
.Table 105. Off-campus students who had a car in Ames by year in college 
Year 
Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
% % % 7. 7o 
Percent having car in Ames 37.8 59.9 56.7 67.8 57.6 
Table 106. Off-campus students who had received a traffic ticket from the university police during 
the current school year by year in college 
Year 
Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
% 7. % % % 
Percent receiving traffic ticket 30.6 38.7 45.0 42.1 39.7 
Table 107. Off-campus students who had a car in Ames by blocks lived from campus 
Blocks Have car in Ames No car in Ames No response Total 
n % n % n % n 
Across street from 
campus 7 (50.0) 5 (35.7) 2 (14.3) 14 
1 46 (50.5) 32 (35.2) 13 (14.3) 91 
2 24 (44.4) 24 (44.4) 6 (11.1) 54 
3 22 (44.9) 20 (40.8) 7 (14.3) 49 
4 19 (55.9) 15 (44.1) - 34 
5 13 (59.1) 7 (31.8) 2 (9.1) 22 
6-10 57 (67.1) 25 (29.4) 3 (3.5) 85 
11-20 42 (60.0) 24 (34.3) 4 (5.7) 70 
21 or more 66 (71.0) 24 (25.8) 3 (3.2) 93 
No response 7 (50.0) 5 (35.7) 2 (14.3) 14 
TOTAL 181 (34.4) 303 (57.6) 42 (8.0) 526 
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students. The percent of freshmen who reported they had received a 
traffic ticket from the university police during the current school year 
was 30.6, sophomores, 38.7, juniors, 45.0, and seniors 42.1 percent. 
The smaller percentage of freshmen who received tickets would probably 
be explained by the smaller percentage of freshmen who had cars in Ames. 
As would be expected, the percent of students who had cars in Ames 
increased in relation to the distance students lived from campus. 
Seventy-one percent of those students living 21 or more blocks from campus 
had cars in Ames while about 50.0 percent of those students living four 
or fewer blocks from campus had cars in Ames. 
Many students evidently had cars in Ames to enable them to drive to 
caucus. That factor alone could not explain the high number of cars 
students had with them in Ames because a high percent of students living 
ten blocks or closer to the university possessed a car in Ames. By 
university regulations, students who lived within approximately one mile 
of campus could not park their cars on campus. Cars were evidently 
brought to Ames for purposes other than to drive the distance between 
living units and campus. 
Use of Time 
Church 
The number of times off-campus students attended church each month 
at college was reported in Table 108. A total of 45.7 percent of the 
off-campus students reported that they did not attend church at college. 
Those off-campus students who attended church every Sunday composed 
29.4 percent of the off-campus population. A drop in church attendance 
Table 108. Number of times off-campus students attended church each month at college by year in 
college 
Year 
Times attended each month Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n % n % n % n % 
0 31 (31.6) 61 (44.5) 59 (49.2) 87 (52.0) 240 (45.7) 
1 9 (9.2) 15 (10.9) 13 (10.8) 22 (12.9) 59 (11.2) 
2 10 (10.2) 9 (6.6) 8 (6.1) 10 (5.8) 37 (7.0) 
3 9 (9.2) 13 (9.5) 4 (3.3) 8 (4.7) 34 (6.4) 
4 38 (38.8) 39 (28.5) 36 (30.0) 42 (24.6) 155 (29.4) 
No response 1 (1.0) - --- 1 (0.2) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 2. 14 1. 66 I. 54 1. 37 1. 63 
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was observed for each class from the freshmen through the senior years. 
Mean figures showed that freshmen attended church an average of 2.14 times 
each month, sophomores, 1.66, juniors 1.54, and seniors 1.37. 
The number of hours off-campus students spent each week in a church 
center was disclosed in Table 109. A high percentage of students, 75.3 
percent, did not spend any time in a church center. Students who reported 
they spent from one to four hours each week in a church center composed 
15.8 percent of the off-campus population. A total of 8.9 percent of the 
off-campus students reported they spent five or more hours in a church 
center. Little difference was observed among classes in the amount of 
time spent in a church center, although a slightly higher percentage of 
freshmen than upperclassmen spent some time in a church center. 
It appeared that those students who did make use of services provided 
by a church center did so in a fairly consistent pattern throughout their 
college careers. 
Weekends 
The average number of weekends off-campus students spent away from 
Ames each month was demonstrated in Table 110. A total of 29.6 percent 
of the off-campus students reported they did not spend any weekends away 
from Ames. Fewer seniors left Ames during the weekends than did under-
calssmen. Thirty-seven and six tenths percent of the off-campus students 
reported they left Ames one weekend each month while 15.6 percent of the 
off-campus students reported they left Ames two weekends each month. Few 
students (4.9 percent) left Ames as frequently as three weekends each 
month or four weekends each month (11.6 percent). A slightly higher 
Table 109. Number of hours off-campus students spent each week in a church center by year in 
college 
Year 
Hours Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
0 67 (68.4) 103 (75.2) 91 (75.8) 135 (79.0) 396 (75.3) 
1-4 20 (20.4) 24 (17.5) 17 (14.2) 22 (12.9) 83 (15.8) 
5-9 6 (6.1) 2 (1.5) 3 (2.5) 5 (2.9) 16 (3.0) 
10-14 2 (2.0) 3 (2.2) 2 (1.7) 5 (2.9) 12 (2.3) 
15 or more 3 (3.0) 5 (3.6) 7 (4.9) 4 (2.4) 19 (3.6) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 
Mean 1. 54 1. 57 2. 69 1. 34 1. 75 
D 
Table 110. Average number of weekends off-campus students spent away from Ames each month by 
year in college 
Year 
Weekends Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
0 27 (27.6) 82 (23.4) 33 (27.5) 64 (37.4) 156 (29.6) 
1 36 (36.7) 58 (42.3) 42 (35.0) 62 (36.3) 198 (37.6) 
2 18 (18.4) 20 (14.6) 22 (18.4) 22 (12.9) 82 (15.6) 
3 4 (4.1) 6 (4.4) 7 (5.8) 9 (5.3) 26 (4.9) 
4 12 (12.2) 20 (14.6) 16 (3.3) 13 (7.6) 61 (11.6) 
No response 1 (1.0) 1 (0.7) --- 1 (0.6) 3 (0.6) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 1. 36 1. 44 1. 42 1. 09 1. 31 
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percentage of freshmen (12.2 percent) and sophomores (14.6 percent) 
spent every weekend away from Ames than did juniors (3.3 percent) or 
seniors (7.6 percent). The information seemed to indicate that few 
students lived off campus so that they might have their weekends free 
enabling them to leave Ames. 
Study 
Off-campus students were asked to report the average number of hours 
they studied each week. Data denoting that information were found in 
Table 111. The mean number of hours studied each week for all off-
campus students was 22.95. Â comparison of means among classes disclosed 
practically no differences existed in hours studied each week. The 
average number of hours studied each week appeared to be low when it was 
considered that the average off-campus student was taking almost 16 credit 
hours (Table 10). It appeared that most off-campus students were not 
observing the general rule that college students should spend two hours 
preparing for every hour spent in class. 
Students were requested to list the places where they most 
frequently studied. The data were presented in Table 112. By far, the 
largest percent of students (77.1 percent) studied in their room, apartment 
or residence. The second most popular place listed as a place of study 
was the University Library (14.2 percent). Other places mentioned included 
a university building or classroom, the Memorial Union and a church or 
church lounge. 
Table 111. Average number of hours off-campus students studied each week by year in college 
Year 
Hours Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n % n % n % n % 
0-9 12 (12.2) 10 (7.3) 9 (7.5) 18 (10.5) 49 (9.3) 
10-19 23 (23.5) 47 (34.3) 36 (30.0) 44 (25.7) 150 (28.6) 
20-29 36 (36.7) 41 (29.9) 33 (27.6) 58 (33.9) 168 (32.0) 
30-39 17 (17.3) 22 (16.1) 21 (17.6) 23 (13.4) 83 (15.7) 
40-49 4 (4.1) 9 (6.6) 12 (10.0) 14 (8.2) 39 (7.4) 
50-59 5 (5.1) 5 (3.6) 6 (5.0) 6 (3.5) 22 (4.2) 
60 or more 1 (1.0) 2 (1.5) 1 (0.8) 5 (3.0) 9 (1.7) 
No response — 1 (0.7) 2 (1.6) 3 (1.8) 6 (1.1) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 22. 36 22. 44 24.08 22. 93 22. 95 
Table 112. Where off-campus students most frequently studied by year in college 
Year 
Where study Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n 7o n % n % n % 
Room, apartment, residence 79 (79.0) 108 (78.8) 90 (75.0) 128 (74.9) 405 (77.1) 
Library 13 (13.0) 21 (15.3) 20 (16.7) 21 (12.3) 75 (14.2) 
University building, classroom 3 (3.0) 2 (1.5) 3 (2.5) 10 (5.9) 18 (3.4) 
Memorial Union 2 (2.0) 1 (0.1) --- 6 (3.5) 9 (1.7) 
Church, church lounge 1 (1.0) 3 (2.2) 4 (3.3) 2 (1.2) 10 (1.9) 
Miscellaneous - 2 (1.5) 3 (2.5) 3 (1.8) 8 (1.5) 
No response --- --- --- 1 (0.6) 1 (0.2) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
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Sleep 
Information in Table 113 showed the average number of hours slept 
each day by off-campus students. The mean number of hours slept each 
night by off-campus students was 7.26. Little differences were found in 
the mean number of hours of sleep obtained among members of the four 
academic classes. A total of 21.7 percent of the students reported they 
were getting six or fewer hours of sleep each night while 9.8 percent of 
the students reported they were getting nine or more hours of sleep each 
night. 
Communication media 
Students were asked to note the types of communication media they 
used on a regular basis. Consideration of Table 114 disclosed that 92.6 
percent of the off-campus students read the Iowa State Daily and 73.1 
percent read other newspapers. Fifty-two percent read magazines on a 
regular basis. Radios were listened to by 71.7 percent of the off-campus 
students and television was watched by 40.2 percent. It appeared that 
many students who lived off-campus did not have television in their 
living accommodations. The Iowa State Daily appeared to be an effective 
means of communicating information to off-campus students. 
Use of University Facilities 
Library 
It was noted in Table 112 that 14.2 percent of the off-campus students 
most frequently studied in the University Library. Many students who did 
not use the library as the most frequent place of study did use the 
Table 113. Average number of hours slept each day by off-campus students by year in college 
Year 
Hours Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
5 or less 3 (3.0) 7 (5.1) 4 (3.4) 8 (4.7) 22 (4.1) 
6 10 (10.2) 32 (23.4) 21 (17.5) 30 (17.5) 93 (17.6) 
7 33 (33.7) 48 (35.0) 52 (43.3) 69 (40.3) 202 (38.4) 
8 38 (38.8) 34 (24.8) 34 (28.4) 50 (29.2) 156 (29.7) 
9 9 (9.2) 10 (7.3) 5 (4.2) 9 (5.3) 33 (6.3) 
10 or more 5 (5.1) 6 (4.4) 3 (2.5) 4 (2.4) . 18 (3.5) 
No response -- - 1 (0.8) 1 (0.6) 2 (0.4) 
TOTAL ' 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 7. 56 7. 20 7. 18 7.19 7.26 
Table 114. Communication media off-campus students used on a regular basis by year in college 
Percent of students who used media 
Communication media Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
7o 7, 7o % 7o 
"Iowa State Daily" 86.7 
Other newspapers 69.4 
Magazines 51.0 
Radio 75.5 
Television 44.9 
93.4 95.9 93.0 92.6 
69.3 71.9 78.9 73.1 
54.7 49.6 52.0 52.0 
79.6 63.6 69.0 71.7 
44.5 33.1 39.2 40.2 
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library facilities on occasion. The number of hours off-campus students 
spent each week in the library was reported in Table 115. Thirty percent 
of the off-campus students reported they did not spend any time in the 
library, an indication that 70 percent of the off-campus students did 
spend time in the library each week. It was observed that a higher percent 
of freshmen (40.8 percent) did not use the library facilities than upper-
classmen. A limited amount of time (one to four hours) was spent in the 
library by 34.4 percent of the off-campus students each week. Few 
students (9.5 percent) spent 15 or more hours in the library each week. 
The mean number of hours spent in the library each week for all off-campus 
students was 4.88. Few differences were observed between classes 
although juniors reported spending the greatest amount of time in the 
library (5.87 hours) and freshmen the least (3.92 hours). 
Memorial Union 
Little time was reported as being spent in the Memorial Union. 
Table 116 contained information regarding the number of hours spent each 
week in the Memorial Union. A surprisingly high percentage (40.1 percent) 
of the off-campus students reported they did not spend any time in the 
Memorial Union. Thirty-nine and two tenths percent reported they spent 
from one to four hours each week in the Memorial Union. Little 
differences were observed between the four academic classes in the 
amount of time spent in the Union. A mean of 0.18 hours was computed 
as the amount of time off-campus students spent in the Memorial Union. 
Table 115. Number of hours off-campus students spent in library each week by year in college 
Year 
Hours Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n 7. 
0 40 (40.8) 35 (25.5) 28 (23.3) 55 (32.2) 158 (30.0) 
1-4 35 (35.7) 54 (39.4) 40 (33.3) 52 (30.4) 181 (34.4) 
5-9 10 (10.2) 23 (16.8) 18 (15.0) 28 (16.4) 79 (15.0) 
10-14 4 (4.1) 16 (11.7) 20 (16.7) 18 (10.5) 58 (11.0) 
15-19 2 (2.0) 2 (1.5) 7 (5.8) 10 (5.8) 21 (4.0) 
20 or more 7 (7.1) 7 (5.1) 7 (5.8) 8 (4.8) 29 (5.5) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 3. 92 4. 58 5. 87 4. 85 4. 88 
Table 116. Number of hours off-campus students spent each week in the Memorial Union by 
year in college 
Year 
Hours Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
0 48 (49.0) 51 (37.2) 49 (40.8) 63 (36.8) 211 (40.1) 
1-4 34 (34.7) 55 (40.1) 47 (39.2) 70 (40.9) 206 (39.2) 
5-9 7 (7.1) 18 (13.1) 13 (10.8) 21 (12.3) 59 (11.2) 
10-14 6 (6.1) 5 (3.6) 4 (3.3) 6 (3.5) 21 (4.0) 
15-19 - - - 4 (2.9) 1 (0.8) 4 (2.3) 9 (1.7) 
20 or more 3 (3.0) 4 (2.9) 6 (5.0) 7 (4.2) 20 (3.8) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 0. 12 0. 13 0. 19 0. 24 0. 18 
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Beyer Gymnasium 
Time spent in Beyer Gymnasium each week in number of hours was 
presented in Table 117. A high percent (70.7) of the students reported 
they spent no time in Beyer Gymnasium other than class time. Sixteen 
and seven tenths percent of the students reported spending from one to 
two hours in Beyer Gymnasium. Few students (12.5 percent) reported 
spending three or more hours in Beyer Gymnasium each week. Few 
differences were observed among the years students were enrolled in 
college and the hours spent in the gymnasium each week. 
Health clinic and hospital 
Off-campus students were asked to describe their health. Student 
responses appeared in Table 118. As would be expected among the college 
age group, most students (89.0 percent) reported they were seldom ill. 
Only 0.9 percent reported they were frequently ill; eight students 
reported they had to drop out of college at least once because of illness. 
The number of times off-campus students had used the services 
of the I SU Health Clinic or Hospital were recorded in Table 119. Thirty-
two and one tenth percent of the off-campus students reported they had 
never used the health services provided by the university. Only 19.9 
percent of the seniors reported they had never used the services while 
54.1 percent of the freshmen reported the same response, an indication 
that most students used the services sometime during their stay at the 
university. The mean number of times freshmen off-campus students had 
used the services of the ISU Health Clinic or Hospital was found to be 
1.05, sophomores, 2.84, juniors, 2.13 and seniors, 4.06. 
Table 117. Number of hours (other than class time) off-campus students spent each week in Beyer 
Gymnasium by year in college 
Year 
Hours Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n 7, n 7. n % n % 
0 63 (64.3) 93 (67.9) 92 (76.7) 124 (72.5) 372 (70.7) 
1-2 26 (26.5) 28 (20.4) 14 (11.7) 20 (11.7) 88 (16.7) 
3-4 4 (4.1) 8 (5.8) 8 (6.7) 11 (6.4) 31 (5.9) 
5-6 5 (5.1) 3 (2.2) 3 (2.5) 7 (4.1) 18 (3.4) 
7 or more --- 5 (3.7) 3 (2.4) 9 (5.3) 17 (3.2) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 0. 84 1. 09 0. 78 1. 39 1. 07 
Table 118. Off-campus students' descriptions of their health 
Health Total 
n % 
Seldom ill 468 (89.0) 
Occasionally ill 43 (8.2) 
Frequently ill 5 (0.9) 
Have had to drop out of college at least once 8 (1.5) 
No response 2 (0.4) 
TOTAL 526 (100.0) 
Table 119. Number of times off-campus students had used services of ISU Health Clinic or 
Hospital by year in college 
Year 
Times used health services Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n % n % n % n % 
0 53 (54.1) 41 (29.9) 41 (34.2) 34 (19.9) 169 (32.1) 
1-2 30 (30.6) 59 (43.1) 50 (41.7) 52 (30.4) 191 (36.3) 
3-4 11 (11.2) 15 (10.9) 15 (12.5) 33 (19.3) 74 (14.1) 
5-9 3 (3.1) 14 (10.2) 10 (8.3) 35 (20.5) 62 (11.8) 
10 or more 1 (1.0) 7 (5.1) 4 (3.3) 16 (9.4) 28 (5.4) 
No response -- 1 (0.7) - - - 1 (0.6) 2 (0.4) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Mean 1. 05 2. 84 2. 13 4. 06 2 .74 
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Counseling service 
The services of the Student Counseling Service had been used by 30.8 
percent of the off-campus students. A sharp increase was noted in the use 
of the Counseling Services between the freshmen (16.3) percent) and 
sophomore (31.4 percent) years. Little increase in the percentage of 
students who had used the services were noted following the sophomore year. 
Table 120. Off-campus students* use of the Student Counseling Service by 
year in college 
Year 
Use of 
Counseling 
Service Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n  %  n 7 o  n %  n  %  n  %  
Had used 16 (16.3) 43 (31.4) 42 (35.0) 61 (35.7) 162 (30.8) 
Had not used 82 (83.7) 94 (68.6) 78 (65.0) 110 (64.3) 364 (69.2) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 
Students were requested to list the persons with whom they usually 
consulted on academic problems. Data found in Table 121 disclosed the 
most frequently listed persons to be the students' instructors (29.0 
percent) or friends or roommates (26.2 percent). Other frequently 
mentioned responses were advisers (18.1 percent) classmates (10.3 percent) 
and no one (7.4 percent). 
Table 121, Whom off-campus students usually consulted on academic problems by year in college 
Year 
Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
Consulted with n % n % n % n % n % 
Instructor 43 (34.2) 28 (23.5) 38 (24.9) 64 (32.6) 173 (29.0) 
Friend or roommate 29 (23.0) 42 (35.4) 43 (28.0) 42 (21.4) 156 (26.2) 
Parent 1 (0.8) 3 (2.5) -- - - - - 4 (0.7) 
Relative other than parent - - - 1 (0.8) 5 (3.3) 2 (1.0) 8 (1.4) 
Classmate 13 (10.3) 7 (5.9) 13 (8.5) 28 (14.3) 61 (10.3) 
Adviser 22 (17.5) 25 (21.0) 28 (18.3) 34 (17.3) 109 (18.1) 
No one 6 (4.8) 8 (6.7) 17 (11.1) 13 (6.6) 44 (7.4) 
Someone knowledgeable 5 (4.0) - 1 (0.7) 2 (1.0) 8 (1.4) 
Book 2 (1.6) --- 2 (1.3) --- 4 (0.7) 
No academic problems 1 (0.8) 1 (0.8) 2 (1.3) 4 (2.0) 8 (1.4) 
Miscellaneous 5 (4.0) 4 (3.4) 4 (2.6) 7 (3.8) 20 (3.4) 
TOTAL 127 119 153 196 595® 
^Several students listed more than one response 
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Off-campus students were requested to list the persons with whom they 
most frequently discussed personal problems. Roommates or friends were 
registered as the most frequent responses (42,2 percent). Twenty and four 
tenths percent of the students responded that they discussed their 
personal problems with no one or that they kept their problems to them­
selves. Girlfriends and parents each received 12.5 percent of the 
responses. Only slight differences were noted in the percent of responses 
to each category by members of the four academic classes. 
Students were asked to respond to a list of problems provided in 
the questionnaire as to whether or not each of the problems listed caused 
difficulty during the school year. The list of problems and the percent 
of students who had experienced the problems during the year were 
reported in Table 123. The most frequently noted problem was academic 
(40.1 percent). Other problems that were frequently checked included 
financial (21.2 percent), girlfriend (21.5 percent) and vocational 
choice (17.7 percent). Few students indicated they had had problems with 
parents, roommates, friends other than roommates, landlords or 
personality. Twenty-five and five tenths percent of the students 
indicated they had had no special problems during the school year. 
Ward System 
Off-campus students' connections with the Ward System by year in 
college were presented in Table 124. Examination of the table found that 
a small percentage (7.6 percent) of the off-campus students were members 
of the Ward System. Students who had been members of the Ward System 
at one time but who were no longer members composed 13.1 percent of the 
Table 122. With whom off-campus students discussed personal problems by year in college 
Year 
Discuss with Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
No one keep problem to self 19 (18.2) 27 (17.9) 28 (22.0) 43 (22.8) 117 (20.4) 
Roommate or friend 47 (45.2) 70 (46.4) 47 (37.0) 77 (40.9) 241 (42.2) 
Girlfriend 7 (6.7) 19 (12.6) 18 (14.2) 27 (14.4) 71 (12.5) 
God 4 (3.8) 3 (2.0) 2 (1.6) 1 (0.5) 10 (1.8) 
Minister 3 (2.9) 5 (3.3) 3 (2.4) 2 (1.1) 13 (2.3) 
Parent 15 (14.4) 16 (10.6) 14 (11.0) 26 (13.8) 71 (12.5) 
Relative other than parent 3 (2.9) 3 (2.0) 5 (3.9) 3 (1.6) 14 (2.5) 
Student Counseling Service 1 (1.0) 2 (1.3) 1 (0.8) - 4 (0.7) 
Adviser 2 (2.0) 2 (1.3) 4 (3.1) 1 (0.5) 9 (1.6) 
No problems 3 (2.9) 2 (1.3) 3 (2.4) 4 (2.2) 12 (2.1) 
Miscellaneous 2 (1.3) 2 (1.6) 4 (2.2) 8 (1.4) 
TOTAL 104 151 127 188 570* 
^Several students listed more than one response 
Table 123. Problems that caused off-campus students difficulty during the school year by 
year in college 
Problem caused Problem did not 
Problem difficulty cause difficulty Total 
n % n 7o n 
Academic 211 (40.1) 315 (59.9) 526 
Financial 164 (31.2) 362 (68.8) 526 
Parents 31 (5.9) 495 (94.1) 526 
Roommate 67 (12.7) 459 (87.3) 526 
Friend other than roommate 11 (2.1) 515 (97.9) 526 
Girlfriend 113 (21.5) 413 (78.5) 526 
Landlord 48 (9.1) 478 (90.9) 526 
Vocational choice 93 (17.7) 432 (82.1) 526 
Personality 55 (10.5) 471 (89.5) 526 
Other than above 63 (12.0) 463 (88.0) 526 
No special problems 134 (25.5) 392 (74.5) 526 
Table 124. Off-campus students' connections with the Ward System by year in college 
Year 
Connection Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
Member 13 (13.3) 6 (4.4) 13 (10.8) 8 (4.7) 40 (7.6) 
Former member 6 (6.1) 28 (20.4) 14 (11.7) 21 (12.3) 69 (13.1) 
Like to be member 11 (11.2) 22 (16.1) 13 (10.8) 16 (9.4) 62 (11.8) 
No desire to be member 53 (54.1) 64 (46.7) 78 (65.0) 122 (71.3) 317 (60.3) 
Not heard of 14 (14.3) 12 (8.8) 2 (1.7) 4 (2.3) 32 (6.1) 
No response 1 (1.0) 5 (3.6) - " " - 6 (1.1) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
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off-campus population. Presumably the Ward System had not filled their 
needs and they failed to rejoin. 
Eleven and eight tenths percent of the off-campus students 
indicated that they would like to become members of the Ward System. 
The number of those who would have liked to become members of the 
Ward System would seem to suggest that the Ward System could slightly 
more than double in size if those students were approached for member­
ship. A large expansion in Ward System membership did not appear to be 
eminent when it was considered that 60.3 percent of the off-campus students 
indicated they had no desire to become members of the Ward System. 
It appeared that off-campus students were aware of the Ward System; 
only 6.1 percent of the off-campus population had not heard of the Ward 
System. Figures suggested little growth potential for the Ward System 
unless the Ward System members could change the way their organization 
was perceived by the majority of off-campus students. Apparently the Ward 
System met the needs for only a small segment of the off-can^us student 
population. 
To determine whether there was a statistically significant relation­
ship between the off-campus students' connections with the Ward System 
and the year they were in college, the data were classified as shown in 
Table 124. The categories "not heard of" and "no response" were not 
included in the test for significance. The computed chi square value was 
30.0491 which was greater than the table value of 16.919 at the five 
percent level of significance; therefore, the null hypothesis, "No 
differences existed between off-campus students* connections with the 
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Ward System and the year they were enrolled in college," was rejected. 
Observation of the data suggested a higher percent of freshmen (13.3 
percent) and juniors (10.8 percent) were members of the Ward System than 
were sophomores (4.4 percent) or seniors (4.7 percent). 
Off-campus students' attendance at a Ward sponsored social event by 
their connection with the Ward System were displayed in Table 125. Data 
revealed that only slightly more than two-thirds (67.5 percent) of 
those students who were members of the Ward System had attended a Ward 
System social event. It appeared that either students were not taking 
advantage of those events sponsored by the Ward System or the Ward 
System was not sponsoring social events that appealed to all of its 
membership. Forty and six tenths percent of the former members reported 
that they had attended a Ward sponsored social event. Their limited 
participation in Ward System social events perhaps was responsible for 
their lapsed membership. Ward System members should consider how to 
provide types of social events that would be attended by its membership. 
Perhaps better publicity of social events would help attendance. 
Ward sponsored social events appeared to provide very few off-campus 
students with a social outlet. Only 7.6 percent of the off-campus students 
were members of the Ward System and only 67.5 percent of the students who 
were members participated in Ward System sponsored social events. 
Figures in Table 126 indicated that those students who had attended 
a Ward System sponsored social event probably did so for the first time 
in their freshman year. Little differences in the percent of students 
who had attended an event sponsored by the Ward System were found among 
classes. A total of 21.9 percent of the off-campus students reported 
Table 125. Off-campus students' attendance at a Ward sponsored social event by connection with 
the Ward System 
Connection with Ward System 
Like to No desire Not 
Former be to be heard 
Attendance Member member member member of No response Total 
n % n 7, n % n % n 7o n n % 
Attended 27 (67.5) 28 (40.6) 7 (11.3) 39 (12.3) - - - 1 115 (21.9) 
Not 
attended 13 (32.5) 41 (59.4) 55 (88.7) 277 (87.4) 27 (84.4) 5 405 (77.0) 
No 
response 1 (0.3) 5 (15.6) 6 (1.1) 
TOTAL 40 69 62 317 32 6 526 (100.0) 
Table 126. Off-campus students who had attended a Ward sponsored social event by year in college 
Year 
Attendance Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n 7o n % n % n % n % 
Attended 18 (18. 4) 27 (19.7) 33 (27, .5) 37 (21.6) 115 (21. 9) 
Not attended 77 (78. 6) 109 (79.6) 87 (72. 5) 132 (77.2) 405 (77. 0) 
No response 3 (3. 1) 1 (0.7) — — — 2 (1.2) 6 (1. 1) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
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they had attended a Ward System sponsored event. 
The Ward System was promoted as the representative voice of students 
living off campus in the Government of the Student Body. Students living 
off campus were represented in the Government of the Student Body Senate 
by two senators elected by students who were members of the Ward System. 
It was evident from data observed in Table 127 that few off-campus 
students considered the Ward System to be a representative voice of the 
off-campus students. Only 16.2 percent of the off-campus students 
considered the Ward System to be a representative voice. The percent of 
students who considered the Ward System to be a representative voice was 
higher among Ward System members (30.0 percent) than among those students 
who would like to become members (29.0 percent) and former members 
(20.3 percent). A very small percent of students who had no desire to be 
members (12.6 percent) and those who had never heard of the Ward System 
(3.1 percent) suggested that the Ward System was a representative voice. 
It appeared that students living off campus did not consider themselves 
to have a representative voice in the Government of the Student Body or 
the Ward System to be a representative voice. 
The null hypothesis, "No differences existed between the off-campus 
students' connections with the Ward System and the off-campus students' 
opinions of the Ward System as a representative voice of the off-campus 
students," was tasted for statistical sif.nifLcance. The data worn 
classified as shown in Tabltj 127. Tli<; c.-ite^orio.s "in> response" unci "noL 
heard of" were dropped from the test for significance. The computed chi 
square value was 14.454, which was greater than the table value of 7.815 at 
the five percent level of significance; therefore, the null hypothesis 
Table 127. Off-campus students' opinions of the Ward System as a representative voice of the off-
campus students by connection with the Ward System 
I 
Connection with Ward System 
Like to No desire Not 
Former be to be heard No 
Opinion Member member member member of response Total 
n 7. n % n 7. n 7o n 7. n n 7o 
Yes, representative 12 (30.0) 14 (20.3) 18 (29.0) 40 (12.6) 1 (3.1) - - - 85 (16.2) 
No, not 
representative 27 (67.5) 52 (75.4) 35 (56.4) 234 (73.8) 9 (28.1) 1 358 (68.1) 
No response 1 (2.5) 3 (2.5) 9 (14.5) 43 (13.6) 22 (68.8) 5 83 (15.8) 
TOTAL 40 69 62 317 32 6 526 
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was rejected. 
The null hypothesis, "No differences existed between students' 
connections with the Ward System and their felt need for an off-campus 
center," was tested for statistical significance. The data were 
classified as shown in Table 128. The categories "not heard of" and 
"no response" were not included in the chi square computations. The 
computed chi square value was 29.914 which was greater than the table 
value of 7.815 at the five percent level of significance; therefore, 
the null hypothesis was rejected. 
It was observed in the table that a higher percent of members 
(77.5 percent), former members (76.8 percent) and students who would like 
to be members (79.0 percent) felt a need for an off-campus center than 
those students who had no desire to be members (52.7 percent) and those 
who had not heard of the Ward System (65.6 percent). 
The null hypothesis, "No differences existed between students' 
connections with the Ward System and students' opinions of the adequate-
ness of social events available to the off-campus students," was tested 
from data shown in Table 129. The categories "not heard of" and "no 
response" were not included in the computations. The computed chi 
square value was 2.469 which was less than the table value of 7.815 at 
the five percent level of significance; therefore, the null hypothesis 
was not rejected. Observation of the data found only slight percent 
differences among the categories designating connection with the Ward 
System. 
The off-campus students' ratings of their overall satisfaction with 
Table 128. Off-campus students' connections with the Ward System by felt need for an off-campus 
center 
Connection with Ward 
Former 
Need Member member 
n % n % 
System 
Like to No desire Not 
be to be heard No 
member member of response Total 
n 7o n 7o n % n n % 
Need center 31 (77.5) 53 (76.8) 49 (79.0) 167 (52.7) 21 (65.6) 5 326 (62.0) 
Do not need center 8 (20.0) 16 (23.2) 12 (19.4) 144 (45.4) 10 (31.3) 1 191 (36.3) 
No response 1 (2.5) --- 1 (1.6) 6 (1.9) 1 (3.1) --- 9 (1.7) 
TOTAL 40 69 62 317 32 6 526 (100.0) 
Table 129. Off-campus students' connections with the Ward System by opinions of adequateness of 
social events available to the off-campus student 
Like No desire Not 
Former to be to be heard No 
Adequateness Member member member member of response Total 
n 7o n % n % n % n % n n % 
Adequate 23 (57.5) 35 (50.7) 30 (48.4) 191 (60.3) 16 (50.0) 4 299 (56.8) 
Not adequate 15 (37.5) 30 (43.5) 28 (45.2) 120 (37.9) 14 (43.8) 2 209 (39.7) 
No response 2 (5.0) 4 (5.8) 4 (6.4) 6 (1.9) 2 (6.2) --- 18 (3.5) 
TOTAL 40 69 62 317 32 6 526 (100.0) 
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Iowa State University by connection with the Ward System was shown in 
Table 130. The null hypothesis, "no differences existed between off-
campus students* overall satisfaction with Iowa State University and their 
connections with the Ward System," was tested for statistical significance. 
The categories "not heard of" and "no response" were not included in the 
test for significance. The computed chi square value was 2.0309 which 
was less than the table value of 7.815 at the five percent level of 
significance; therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. An 
observation of the data found Ward System members to be slightly less 
satisfied (75.0 percent) than other off-campus students. 
Data compiled but not presented in table form in the study 
demonstrated that little difference occurred between off-campus students 
who were members of the Ward System and off-campus students who were not 
members of the Ward System and the following: cumulative gradepoint, 
number of close friends at Iowa State University of the same sex, number 
of close friends at I SU of the opposite sex, number of ISU students 
off-campus students knew by name, number of new close friends off-campus 
students made during the current school year, number of girls dated during 
the previous month, number of off-campus women dated during the current 
school year, number of residence hall women dated during the current 
school year, number of sorority women dated during the current school 
year and the frequency off-campus students considered quitting attending 
college. Ward System members appeared to be quite similar in most 
features to the general population of students living off campus. 
Table 130. Off-campus students' ratings of their overall satisfaction with Iowa State 
University by their connections with the Ward System 
Like No desire Not 
Former to be to be heard No 
Overall satisfcation Member member member member of response Total 
n % n % n % n % n % n n % 
Satisfied 30 (75.0) 62 (89.9) 52 (83.9) 270 (85.2) 26 (81.3) 6 446 (84.8) 
Not satisfied 9 (22.5) 4 (5.8) 9 (14.5) 40 (12.6) 4 (12.5) --- 66 (12.5) 
No response 1 (2.5) 3 (4.3) 1 (1.6) 7 (2.2) 2 (6.3) --- 14 (2.7) 
TOTAL 40 69 62 317 32 6 526 (100.0) 
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Attitudes and Perceptions 
Data collected in the study determined off-campus students' 
satisfaction with ISU, opinion of restrictions, perceptions of off-campus 
students, reasons for attending ISU and living off cançus, advantages and 
disadvantages of living off campus and suggestions for improvement of 
Iowa State University. 
Satisfaction with ISU 
Off-campus students were asked to rate their overall satisfaction 
with Iowa State University. Their responses were recorded as "satisfied" 
or "unsatisfied". Gradations of the two answers were not provided. A 
very high percent (84.8) of the off-campus students reported that they 
were satisfied with Iowa State University; only 12.5 percent of the 
off-campus students suggested that they were not satisfied with Iowa 
State University. Little percentage differences were observed among 
classes. Data were recorded in Table 131. 
Restrictions 
Students were asked the question, "Do you feel the university places 
too many restrictions on student freedoms?" Answers were displayed in 
Table 132. An overall total of 39.4 percent of the off-campus students 
felt the university did place too many restrictions on student freedoms. 
The opinion that the university placed too many restrictions on student 
freedoms increased as students progressed through the university. 
Whereas, 27.6 percent of the freshmen indicated there were too many 
restrictions, 32.1 percent of the sophomores, 44.2 percent of the juniors 
Table 131. Off-campus students' ratings of overall satisfaction with ISU by year in college 
Year 
Rating Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n 7, n 7„ n % n ? 
Satisfied 84 (85.7) 112 (81.8) 107 (89.2) 143 (83.6) 446 (84.8) 
Unsatisfied 12 (12.2) 17 (12.4) 11 (9.2) 26 (15.2) 66 (12.5) 
No response 2 (2.0) 8 (5.8) 2 (1.7) 2 (1.2) 14 (2.7) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
Table 132. Off-campus students' opinions of university restrictions on student freedoms by year 
in college 
Year 
Opinion Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 
Too many restrictions 27 (27.6) 44 (32.1) 53 (44.2) 83 (48.5) 207 (39.4) 
Not too many restrictions 67 (68.4) 90 (65.7) 66 (55.0) 86 (50.3) 309 (58.7) 
No response 4 (4.1) 3 (2.2) 1 (0.8) 2 (1.2) 10 (1.9) 
TOTAL 98 137 120 171 526 (100.0) 
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and 48.5 percent of the seniors indicated that answer. It appeared that 
upperclassmen required more freedom and fewer restrictions than under­
classmen. 
Those off-campus students who reported that there were too many-
university restrictions placed on student freedoms were asked to list 
those areas they felt to be too restricted. The results appeared in 
Table 133. Of those students who listed answers, 64 students (24.2 
percent) suggested that the university placed too many restrictions on 
student conduct, conduct out of class, behavior off campus or that 
university regulations paralleled the civil system. Data were gathered 
for the study during the period when Donald R. Smith was Student Body 
President at Iowa State University. His election caused great 
controversy concerning university regulations, in particular, the Student 
Conduct Code and university regulations paralleling the civil system. 
During spring quarter, 1967, alleged university restrictions received 
uncommon publicity. 
Forty-five students suggested that living quarters were too restricted; 
thirty-eight students designated women's hours and the sign-out policy 
as areas that were too restricted. Women's hours were liberalized 
following spring quarter, 1967. Thirty-five students felt liquor and 
alcohol were too greatly restricted. Parking and traffic received 18 
responses and required courses, group requirements and prerequisites, 
14 responses. 
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Table 133. University areas off-campus students felt were too 
restricted 
Restricted area Total 
n % 
Suspension of student for offense off campus 3 (1.1) 
Should only restrict those things needed to protect 
individual freedoms 3 (1.1) 
Student conduct regulations, university regulations 
paralleling civil systems, conduct out of class, 
behavior off campus 64 (24.2) 
Parking, traffic 18 (6.8) 
Required courses, group requirements, prerequisites 14 (5.3) 
Required class attendance 5 (1.9) 
Women's hours, sign out policy 38 (14.4) 
Women in men's residences 4 (1.5) 
Restrictions on living quarters 45 (17.1) 
6.S.B. control over students 4 (1.5) 
Liquor, alcohol 35 (13.3) 
Miscellaneous 31 (11.8) 
TOTAL 264 (100.0) 
Perceptions of other off-campus students 
A series of statements were provided in the questionnaire, to which 
students were asked to react. The statements and responses were 
displayed in Table 134. Eighty-two and seven tenths percent of the off-
campus students agreed with the statement, "Off-campus students have 
fewer opportunities to meet ISU coeds than fraternity men." Only 50.6 
percent of the off-campus students agreed with that statement when 
stated about residence hall men. It appeared off-campus students 
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perceived fraternity men differently than they did residence hall men. 
The perceptions off-campus students held of fraternity men were 
different from those they held of residence hall men. The differences 
in perception were noted in the responses obtained to the statement, 
"Off-campus students have fewer opportunities to participate in campus 
activities than fraternity men." Sixty-five and two tenths percent of 
the off-campus students agreed with the statement. Only 47.0 percent 
of the off-campus students agreed with the statement when stated about 
residence hall men. 
The replies to the statement, "Off-can^us students are generally 
satisfied with living off campus," (91.8 percent in agreement), 
concurred with information as reported in Table 131. 
Seventy-eight and one tenth percent of the off-campus students 
agreed with the statement, "Off-campus students have a more independent 
type personality than fraternity men." When the statement was made 
substituting residence hall men for fraternity men, only 64.6 percent of 
the off-campus students noted agreement. 
While 75.1 percent of the off-cançus students agreed with the state­
ment, "Off-campus students are generally less interested in participating 
in campus activities than fraternity men," only 41.8 percent agreed with 
the statement when stated about residence hall men. 
Although earlier tables revealed that many off-campus students did 
not date, only 60.8 percent of the off-campus students agreed with the 
statement, "Most off-campus students would like to date more than they 
do at present." 
Off-campus students overwhelmingly disagreed (70.2 percent) with 
Table 134. Off-campus students' reactions to various statements concerning students living off 
campus 
Statements concerning off-campus students Agree Disagree Total 
n % n 7o n 
They have fewer opportunities to meet ISU coeds than fraternity men 435 (82.7) 91 (17.3) 526 
They have fewer opportunities to meet ISU coeds than residence 
hall men 266 (50.6) 260 (49.4) 526 
They have fewer opportunities to participate in campus activities 
than fraternity men 343 (65.2) 183 (34.8) 526 . 
They have fewer opportunities to participate in campus activities 
than residence hall men 247 (47.0) 279 (53.0) 526 
They are generally satisfied with living off campus 483 (91.8) 43 (8.2) 526 
They have a more Independent type personality than fraternity men 411 (78.1) 115 (21.9) 526 
They have a more Independent type personality than residence hall men 340 (64.6) 186 (35.4) 526 
They are generally less Interested in participating in campus 
activities than fraternity men 395 (75.1) 131 (24.9) 526 
They are generally less interested in participating in campus 
activities than residence hall men 218 (41.8) 308 (58.6) 526 
Most would like to date more than they do at present 320 (60.8) 206 (39.2) 526 
They are less socially adept than fraternity men 157 (29.8) 369 (70.2) 526 
They are less socially adept than residence hall men 33 (6.3) 493 (93.7) 526 
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the statement, "Off-campus students are less socially adept than 
fraternity men." They were almost unanimous (93.7 percent) in their 
disagreement with the statement, "Off-campus students are less socially 
adept than residence hall men." 
It appeared from observation of the data in Table 134 that off-
campus students perceived fraternity members as having more social 
opportunities than themselves. It also appeared that off-campus students 
perceived fraternity men and residence hall men differently. 
Reasons for attending ISU 
Data that recorded reasons off-cançus students listed for selecting 
Iowa State University were found in Table 135. The most frequently 
listed response related to economy. Typical answers included: "It was 
more economical," "It was cheaper," "I could pay in-state tuition." 
Answers that suggested economic reasons for attending Iowa State composed 
16.4 percent of the responses. 
Iowa State's reputation for being a good school was the reason 
provided by 16.0 percent of the off-campus students for attending ISU. 
The reputation of the various colleges within the university appeared to 
be the impetus for many students to attend Iowa State. The College of 
Engineering was listed by 14.6 percent of the students as the reason they 
came to Iowa State. The College of Agriculture was listed by 5.9 percent 
of the off-campus students. The College of Science and Humanities was 
listed by 2.2 percent and the College of Veterinary Medicine by 3.2 
percent. Other frequently mentioned answers included; "To get an 
education, to learn, to get a degree," "curriculum, department, major. 
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unnamed major;" and "close to home." 
Table 135. Reasons off-campus students listed for selecting to attend ISU 
Reason Total 
n % 
Agricultural College, or named curriculum within Ag. 38 (5.9 
Engineering College, or named curriculum within Eng. 94 (14.6 
Science and Humanities College, or named curriculum within 
S. and H. 14 (2.2 
Veterinary Medicine College 21 (3.2 
Curriculum, department, major (not named) 54 (8.3 
Good school, college's reputation 103 (16.0 
To get an education, to leam, to get a degree 60 (9.4 
Economical, cheap, in-state tuition 106 (16.4 
Given scholarship or grant, including NROTC, AFROTC 17 (2.6 
Close to home 53 (8.3 
Could live at home, live with parents 7 (1.1 
Live with relative other than parents 2 (0.3 
Friend came here, recommended by friend 4 (0.6 
Recommended by former teacher or adviser 3 (0.5 
Girlfriend here 2 (0.3 
Recommended by parents, parents went here 15 (2.3 
Recommended by relative, relative went here 8 (1.2 
Lack of regulation 2 (0.3 
Sports 5 (0.8 
Don't know, I wonder, naivety 6 (0.9 
Miscellaneous 33 (5.1 
TOTAL 647* (100.0 
^Several students listed more than one response 
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Reasons for living off campus 
Off-campus students indicated their reasons, for selecting to live 
off campus in Table 136. The answers "independence, freedom, privacy, 
no university regulations" and "couldn't get into the residence halls, 
no other accommodations available" were mentioned with equal frequency 
(19.2 percent). Other responses to the question included economy which 
received 16.6 percent of the responses and a dislike for living in the 
residence halls which received 14.7 percent of the responses. Other 
reasons listed with some consistency included: quiet, better study 
conditions; dislike of fraternity life, no desire to live in residence 
halls; recommendation by friend and opportunity to move in with friends. 
Table 136. Reasons off-campus students listed for selecting to live 
off campus 
Reason Total 
n 7o 
Recommended by friend, moved in with friend 21 (3.4) 
Couldn't get into residence halls, no other accommodations 
available 119 (19.2) 
Didn't want to move into dorm, didn't think I'd like dorm 
or fraternity living 22 (3.5) 
Didn't like living in residence halls, to get out of dorms 91 (14.7) 
Didn't like living in fraternity, depledged, was depledged 24 (3.8) 
Independence, freedom, privacy, no university regulations 119 (19.2) 
Quiet, better study conditions 40 (6.4) 
Social reasons 4 (0.6) 
Economical, cheap 103 (16.6) 
Lived at home, lived with parents 10 (1.6) 
Live with relative other than parents 8 (1.4) 
Table 136 (Continued) 
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Reason Total 
n % 
Convenience 7 (1.1) 
Kicked out of residence halls 5 (0.8) 
Personal preference, preferred living off campus 13 (2.1) 
Older, age, had been in military service 4 (0.6) 
Miscellaneous 31 (3.0) 
TOTAL 621* (100.0) 
^Several students listed more than one response 
Advantages to living off campus 
Students were requested to list the two greatest advantages to 
living off campus. The responses were shown in Table 137. The two 
responses that were listed with greatest frequency included independence 
and freedom which received 31.9 percent of the total responses and 
economy which received 21.3 percent of the total responses. The two 
answers became more meaningful when it was considered that students 
were requested to give two answers and, therefore, did not generally list 
the same answer twice. It appeared that 319 students out of a population 
of 526 listed independence or freedom and 213 students out of a population 
of 526 listed reasons of economy. 
Other advantages to living off campus designated with some 
regularity included : not mass living, privacy, more room; quiet, 
peaceful; cook for self, eat what you want, when you want, better food; 
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good study conditions, fewer study distractions; and fewer restrictions, 
no university regulations, no supervision. Nineteen advantages were 
listed with a frequency of three or more times. 
Table 137. Greatest advantages of living off campus as listed by off-
campus students 
Advantage Total 
n % 
Independence, freedom 319 (31.9) 
Fewer restrictions, no university regulations, no 
supervision 55 (5.5) 
Entertain friends, socialize in own apartment 11 (1.1) 
Entertain girls 25 (2.5) 
Alcohol in room 6 (0.6) 
Keep own hours 3 (0.3) 
Able to choose own environment 14 (1.4) 
Able to choose own friends, choice of roommate 9 (0.9) 
Good study conditions, fewer study distractions 62 (6.2) 
Quiet, peaceful 68 (6.8) 
Not mass living, privacy, more room 73 (7.3) 
Wfore free time, leisure 4 (0.4) 
Offers variety of experiences 9 (0.9) 
Cheap, economical 213 (21.3) 
Cook for self, eat what you want and when, better food 67 (6.7) 
Self responsibility 36 (3.6) 
Live with family 3 (0.3) 
Freedom from pressure to participate in social and 
campus activities 8 (0.8) 
More home-like 4 (0.4) 
Table 137 (Continued) 
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Advantage Total 
Miscellaneous 21 (2.1) 
TOTAL 1010* (100.0) 
^Many students listed more than one response 
Disadvantages to living off campus 
Students listed disadvantages to living off campus in Table 138. 
Distance from campus, distance from classes, inconvenience, transportation 
problems and walking composed the largest category (20.5 percent) of the 
reported disadvantages. A high percent of the listed disadvantages 
(16.9 percent) suggested that it was difficult to meet people and that 
off-campus students met fewer people. Fifteen and eight tenths percent 
of the recorded disadvantages noted that many students felt that they 
were left out of social events, that there was a lack of social and 
residence activities or that they were not identified with a group. 
Other disadvantages listed with some regularity included: sense of non-
involvement in campus affairs, isolation, not a part of real university; 
difficult to meet girls, lack of contact with coeds; cooking, having to 
cook own meals or eat out; and fewer opportunities to participate in 
campus activities, unawareness of campus events. 
A greater total number of advantages (1010) were listed than 
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disadvantages (878). It was also observed that 35 students replied that 
there were no disadvantages to living off campus. No students suggested 
that there were no advantages to living off cançus. 
Table 138. Greatest disadvantages of living off campus as listed by 
off-campus students 
Disadvantages Total 
n % 
No disadvantages, none 35 (4.0) 
Difficult to meet people, meet fewer people 149 (16.9) 
Difficult to meet girls, lack of contact with coeds 56 (6.4) 
Left out of social events, lack of social and residence 
activities, not identified with group, fewer social 
activities 139 (15.8) 
Sense of noninvo1vement in campus affairs, isolation, 
not a part of real university 48 (5.5) 
Lost feeling, get lonesome 7 (0.8) 
Fewer opportunities to participate in campus activities, 
unawareness of campus events 44 (5.0) 
Fewer facilities available 3 (0.3) 
Lack of bull sessions and/or intellectual discussions 8 (0.9) 
Lack of competition, no academic competition 4 (0.5) 
Get lazy, become complacent and apathetic 7 (0.8) 
Distance from campus, distance from classes, inconvenient, 
transportation problems, walking 180 (20.5) 
Car parking problems, car maintenance problems 11 (1.3) 
High cost of decent housing, difficult to find type of 
housing desired 18 (2.1) 
Poor living accommodations, bad housing 24 (2.7) 
Expensive 11 (1.3) 
Housekeeping chores, dishes 19 (2.2) 
Cooking, have to cook own meals or eat out, poor food 45 (5.1) 
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Table 138 (Continued) 
Disadvantages Total 
n % 
Poor study conditions, noise 17 (1.9) 
Lack of academic assistance from other students, no help 
with studies, no test files 12 (1.4) 
Poor landlord 9 (1.0) 
Image of off-campus student 7 (0.8) 
Miscellaneous 25 (2.8) 
TOTAL 878* (100.0) 
^Many students listed more than one response 
Suggestions for iniprovement of ISU 
Off-canç)us students were asked to suggest ways they would have liked 
to see Iowa State University improved. Their responses were reported in 
Table 139. Forty-two responses were suggested with a frequency of three 
or more times. One hundred and three miscellaneous suggestions were 
designated. It was suggested by 34 students that the university could be 
improved by having less university regulation of students and more student 
freedom and responsibility. Thirty off-campus students suggested that 
the university could be improved by improving the boy-girl ratio. It was 
also suggested by 30 students that the university create a more relaxed 
atmosphere with less academic pressure and less grade emphasis. Twenty-
eight students felt the university should recruit a better faculty. The 
adoption of a pass-fail system was advised by 25 students. (The 
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university adopted a pass-fail system following spring quarter, 1967.) 
Better parking facilities, improvement of traffic control and better 
transportation facilities were improvements suggested by 26 students. 
Table 139. Suggestions by off-campus students for the inçrovement of 
Iowa State University 
Improvements Total 
Better faculty 28 (4.5) 
Better adviser system 9 (1.4) 
Better classroom facilities 18 (2.9) 
Get rid of temporary buildings, repair temporary 
buildings 9 (1.4) 
More concern for individual student 8 (1.3) 
More student-faculty contact 15 (2.4) 
Have a more relaxed atmosphere, less academic pressure, 
less grade emphasis 30 (4.8) 
More emphasis on learning, less busy work 16 (2.6) 
Improve academic excellence ~ 10 (1.6) 
Change grading system 14 (2.2) 
Adopt pass-fail system 25 (4.0) 
Get rid of final week 11 (1.8) 
Adopt semester system 10 (1.6) 
Less restrictive curriculum group requirements 21 (3.4) 
Better liberal arts type curriculum, give BA degree 16 (2.6) 
Change some four-year curriculums to five years 4 (0.6) 
Greater emphasis on humanities and social sciences 14 (2.2) 
Have better off-campus organization, improve Ward System 
involve off-campus student in university activities 
improve communication to off-campus students 7 (1.1) 
Promote more social activities, more social activities 19 (3.0) 
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Table 139 (Continued) 
Improvements Total 
n % 
Better school spirit, overcome student apathy, promote 
student interest in university affairs 5 (0.8) 
Get rid of Dean of Students Office, improve Dean of Students 
Office 5 
Get rid of Student Conduct Committee, get rid of Chart 4 
Less university regulation of students, more student 
freedom and responsibility 34 
Leave law enforcement to police, not administrators 10 
Better and fairer university police force 9 
Alcohol in residence, beer on campus 6 
Bring back Don Smith, use Don Smith's ideas 14 
Maintain university influence in student life, don't let 
Don Smith types or hippies take over 5 
More "big name" entertainment and speakers 3 
Better parking facilities, improve traffic control, better 
transportation facilities 26 
Clean up Lake Laveme 6 
More girls, improve boy-girl ratio 30 
Cheaper books and supplies 4 
Friendlier atmosphere on campus 5 
Build off-campus student center, social activities for off-
campus student 16 
ISU is o.k. as it is 18 
Eliminate or improve instruction by graduate students 9 
Inçrove athletic program 7 
University should construct low-rent off-campus apartments 5 
Student evaluation of courses and instructors 5 
Lower tuition costs 6 
Control prices in Ames, too expensive, more reasonable 
prices 8 (1.3) 
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Table 139 (Continued) 
Improvements Total 
n % 
Miscellaneous 103 (16.3) 
TOTAL 627^ (100.0) 
^Several students listed more than one response 
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CHAPTER V. DISCUSSION 
The similarity of the characteristics of the unaffiliated, single 
male undergraduates living off campus at ISU to the total male under­
graduate population at Iowa State University, the satisfaction of the 
off-campus students with Iowa State University, the expressed needs of 
off-campus students for university services, off-campus students' 
satisfaction with off-campus living accommodations and off-campus 
students' satisfaction with living off campus were discussed in this 
chapter. Recommendations for further study were also listed. 
Similarity of Characteristics 
The characteristics of the unaffiliated, single male undergraduates 
living off campus at Iowa State University were found to be quite similar 
to those of the entire population of male undergraduates at Iowa State 
University. 
Data in Table 1 showed that the junior class consisted of the 
smallest number of undergraduate males attending the university. The 
number of off-campus male juniors was smaller than the number of off-campus 
male sophomores or seniors but slightly larger than the number of 
freshmen off-campus males. It was observed that freshmen tended to live 
in other than off-campus housing their first year while upperclassmen 
tended to move off campus. Off-campus students were a representative 
sample of the entire ISU male undergraduate population from the standpoint 
of the college in which they were enrolled. Few percentage differences 
occurred between the population of undergraduate off-caucus males 
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enrolled in each college and the total population of ISU male under­
graduates enrolled in each college. 
The mean number of credit hours carried each quarter by all male 
undergraduates, (16.00), as reported by the university, and the mean 
credit hours reported as being carried by off-campus students, (15.83), 
indicated the off-campus students were representative of the entire 
undergraduate population in that respect. 
The off-campus students in respect to location of their hometowns were 
found to make up a representative cross-section of the male undergraduate 
population at the university. Few percentage differences were found in 
the location of hometowns (Iowa, state other than Iowa, foreign) between 
male undergraduates living off campus and the total male undergraduate 
population. 
Cost estimates of attending Iowa State University for three quarters 
for Iowa residents, as provided by the Registrar, were about $250 higher 
than those estimated by the off-campus students. The Registrar's estimate 
for non-Iowa residents was slightly over $300 more than reported by the 
off-campus students. The mean cost of attending ISU for an academic year 
of $1,305 as provided by the off-campus students who were Iowa residents 
reflected numerous students who listed Ames as their hometown. 
Presumably students who lived at home in Ames could attend the 
university much more economically than other students. 
The Registrar's Office at the university supplied the figure $30.67 
as the amount students who attended ISU paid for rent each month. That 
figure was over $3.00 cheaper than that reported by students who lived 
off campus, when those students who lived at home with their parents 
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were excluded. 
The Registrar's Office at the university supplied the figure of 
$51.00 as the monthly cost of eating in the university residence halls. 
Off-campus students who did not live with their parents reported they 
could eat at a mean board cost of $38.48. It appeared most off-campus 
students could live less expensively than students who lived on campus. 
Implications concerning comparable living accommodations and diets were 
not intended. 
Satisfaction with Iowa State University 
Students living off campus appeared to be quite satisfied with 
Iowa State University, When they were asked to rate their overall 
satisfaction with Iowa State University, 84.8 percent reported that they 
were satisfied. 
When off-campus students were asked to indicate their plans for 
attending college if they were to start college again as freshmen, 63.9 
percent indicated that they would attend Iowa State University and enroll 
in their same curriculums. Eight and two tenths percent of the students 
answered that they would attend Iowa State University but would enroll in 
a different curriculum. Thus, a total of 72.1 percent of the students 
appeared to be satisfied enough with Iowa State to select it as the 
institution they would attend if they were to go through the selection 
process again. 
Most students seemed not to be dissatisfied with the amount of 
restrictions placed upon them at Iowa State. Fifty-eight and seven tenths 
percent of the students indicated that there were not too many 
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restrictions placed upon them by the university. A total of 39.4 percent 
of the off-campus students, however, did seem to feel that the university 
could be less restrictive in its approach to the student body. 
Expressed Need for University Services 
The expressed need of off-campus students for university services 
varied with the type of service offered. Only 51.4 percent of the off-
campus students reported a need for the university to inspect and approve 
student housing, while 47.1 percent suggested the university did not need 
to inspect student housing. 
Off-campus students were enthusiastic about the university's providing 
a list of available off-campus accommodations for students seeking 
housing off campus, a service currently being provided by the Department 
of Residence. The percent favoring the listing of available off-campus 
accommodations was 86.3 percent. 
Although interest was shown in the need for an off-campus center 
(62.0 percent of the off-campus students suggested that it was needed) 
students appeared to be less enthusiastic about the university's taking 
steps to establish an off-campus center (56.5 percent favored university 
establishment of the center). 
Student Satisfaction with Off-Campus Living Accommodations 
Most students residing off campus seemed to be quite satisfied with 
their living accommodations. Little mobility was observed among off-
campus students. Figures showed that 73.8 percent of the off-campus 
students had not moved during the academic year. Mean figures for the 
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number of mailing addresses students had had while enrolled at Iowa 
State suggested the average student moved into a new place each fall and 
then remained there for the year. 
The conditions of their off-campus living accommodations were 
described by most off-campus students as being quite good. Twenty-seven 
and three tenths percent of the students described the condition of their 
premises as excellent, while 39.7 percent of the students described their 
conditions as good and 25.8 percent described them as fair. Few students 
(5.7 percent) described their conditions as poor and only six students 
(1.1 percent) described the condition of their premises as very undesirable. 
Another indication of off-campus students' satisfaction with their 
current living accommodations was revealed when 46.8 percent of the 
students reported they were satisfied and planned to remain in their 
present premises. Thirty-six and five tenths percent of the students 
reported that they were satisfied but planned to move from their present 
structure. Totaling the percentages of the two groups which expressed 
satisfied opinions indicated that 83.3 percent of the students appeared 
to be satisfied with their present premises. 
As expected, those students who were most satisfied with their living 
conditions rated their premises as being in excellent or good condition. 
When students were asked_to react to the reasonableness of the 
amount of rent they paid for the type of conditions they lived in, the 
majority appeared to feel that th^ir rent was not too high. Forty and 
seven tenths percent of the students suggested that their rent was about 
right and 14.8 percent felt that they would pay more for the same 
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accommodations. Those students who reported their rent as being 
unreasonably high consisted of 6.5 percent of the population, while 
those who reported their rent as high but not unreasonable made up 31.6 
percent of the population. 
Satisfaction with Living Off Campus 
The unaffiliated, single male undergraduate students living off 
campus at Iowa State University seemed to be quite satisfied with their 
decision to live off campus. When off campus students were asked to report 
where they would choose to live if they were starting to college again as 
ISU freshmen — off campus, residence halls, or fraternities — a total 
of 70.8 percent reported they would select to live off campus. A total 
of 91.8 percent of the off-campus students who answered the questionnaire 
reported that off-campus students were generally satisfied with living 
off campus. 
Recommendations for Further Study 
There is a need for more research at Iowa State University concerning 
the student and his environment. The possibilities for future study and 
research are numerous. A few specific recommendations for further study 
are as follows : (1) Use a questionnaire very similar to the one used in 
the current study to research the unaffiliated, single female under­
graduate living off campus at Iowa State University; (2) Use a 
questionnaire similar to the questionnaire used in the current study to 
research married students and graduate students living off campus at Iowa 
State; (3) Conduct a comparative study of off-campus students, fraternity 
students, and residence hall students using information similar to that 
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collected in this study; (4) Choose a group of students who selected to 
live off campus as freshmen and conduct a longitudinal study of them 
covering the period of time they spend at the university in undergraduate 
studies; (5) Conduct a study of Iowa State University alumni who spent 
their four undergraduate years exclusively off campus, in fraternities or 
in residence halls to determine their support of the university as alumni; 
(6) Conduct a study of Ward System members in an effort to determine how 
the Ward System's programs could more effectively meet members' needs; 
(7) Administer the College and University Environmental Scales (CUES) 
Test to those students living off campus in an effort to determine their 
evaluation of the university; (8) Conduct a study to assess the educa­
tional advantages of living off campus. 
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CHAPTER VI. SUMMARY 
The study was concerned with the problem of determining selected 
characteristics of unaffiliated, single male undergraduate students living 
off campus at Iowa State University through an investigation of their 
environment, attitudes and perceptions, activities (social, recreational 
and academic) and peer group relationships. 
Summary of the Review of Literature 
The history of off-campus housing indicated that students had lived 
off campus as long as there had been universities. Trends in off-campus 
and on-campus housing were noted. Literature that discussed the physical 
conditions of off-campus housing was reviewed, as were studies which 
presented data reporting the number of students living off campus. 
Students living in other than university-owned housing were found on most 
university campuses in structures of varying conditions. The Review of 
Literature included studies which described students living off campus. 
A fifth area included in the Review of Literature reported student 
characteristics and choice of housing. 
Summary of Method of Procedure 
Questionnaires were sent to 825 (one-half) of the unaffiliated, 
single male undergraduate students living off campus at Iowa State 
University during spring quarter, 1967. A questionnaire consisting of 
six parts (1) background information, (2) living accommodations, (3) 
costs, (4) acquaintances, (5) activities and use of time and (6) other 
vital information was developed as the instrument for collecting the 
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data. The total number of questionnaires returned was 526, an overall 
return percentage of 63.8 percent. Frequency counts, percentages and 
means were established for the information recorded in the questionnaire. 
The chi square test was employed to test the significance of stated 
hypotheses. 
Summary of the Findings 
The following null hypotheses were accepted. 
No differences existed between the type of structures 
off-campus students lived in and the year the off-
campus students were in college. 
No differences existed between the overall condition 
of the premises in which students lived and the year 
they were in college 
No differences existed between the overall conditions 
of the premises in which the students lived and their 
opinions of the need for the university to inspect and 
approve student housing. 
No differences existed between the locations of the 
place of residence of off-campus students in Ames and 
the class off-campus students were in at the university. 
No differences existed between students' connections with 
the Ward System and students* opinions of the adequateness 
of social events available to the off-campus students. 
No differences existed between off-campus students' overall satis­
faction with Iowa State and their connections with the Ward System. 
261 
The following null hypotheses were rejected. 
No differences existed between the number of mailing 
addresses students had had at Iowa State during the 
school year and the type of structure lived in. 
No differences existed between the overall conditions 
of the premises in which off-campus students lived and 
the type of structure lived in 
No differences existed between the overall condition 
of the premises in which students lived and the 
location of the premises in Ames. 
No differences existed between off-campus students' 
connections with the Ward System and the year they 
were enrolled in college. 
No differences existed between the off-campus students' 
connections with the Ward System and the off-campus students' 
opinions of the Ward System as a representative voice of the 
off-campus students. 
No differences existed between students' connections with the Ward 
System and their felt need for an off-campus center. 
The following findings, arranged according to the seven groupings 
of the findings chapter, were also found. 
Background Information 
Age, college, military classification 
Information indicated off-campus students were a mean age of 21 
years, were representative of the entire ISU male undergraduate 
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population from the standpoint of the college in which they were enrolled 
and were probably classified as II-S by the military. 
Cumulative gradepoint, credit hours 
The cumulative mean gradepoint for all off-campus students was 2.393. 
Seniors achieved the highest gradepoint (2.572) and freshmen the lowest 
(2.270). The gradepoints reported by students on the questionnaire and 
the actual cumulative gradepoints they held as recorded in the gradepoint 
book in the Registrar's Office were quite similar. Students were enrolled 
in a mean of 15.83 credit hours. 
Hometown, parents 
Eighty-four and three tenths percent of the off-campus students' 
hometowns were located in Iowa and 39.8 percent reported their parents 
lived on farms. Students estimated their fathers earned a mean annual 
salary of $10,119. 
College attendance pattern 
Twenty-six and two tenths percent of the off-campus students had 
attended a college other than Iowa State. The largest number of those 
students transferring to Iowa State did so after either their freshmen 
or sophomore years. The largest number of those students transferring to 
Iowa State transferred from in-state, junior or community colleges. 
Twenty-five and five tenths percent of the off-campus students had at one 
time been on temporary enrollment. Almost half, 48.1 percent, of the 
students had changed their curriculum at least one time. Almost three-
fourths of the students, 72.1 percent, suggested that they would attend 
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Iowa State University if they were starting to college again as freshmen. 
Address changes at ISU 
Thirty-five and five tenths percent of the students who lived off 
campus had lived in the Men's Residence Association for a period of time. 
Most students, 70.8 percent, reported they would live off campus if they 
were again starting to college as freshmen. Seventy-three and eight 
tenths percent of the students had not moved during the current academic 
year. 
Off-Campus Living Accommodations 
Type of structure 
The type of structures most frequently lived in by off-campus 
students included rooming houses (26.7 percent), apartment houses (25.8 
percent) and single dwelling units (25.4 percent). The mean number of 
people that lived in the same building with off-campus students was 9.66. 
A total of 28.1 percent of the students lived in basements or walk-out 
basements. Twenty-three and four tenths percent of the students reported 
they lived on the first floor while 33.1 percent reported they lived on 
the second floor level. Data revealed that 27.4 percent of the off-campus 
students did not have a roommate, while 36.1 percent of the students had 
one roommate and 21.5 percent had two roommates. 
Overall condition 
Figures suggested that the majority of students were satisfied with 
the conditions of the premises in which they lived. Twenty-seven and 
three tenths percent rated their conditions as excellent, 39.7 percent 
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as good and 25.8 percent as fair. Fifty-one and four tenths percent of 
the off-campus students reported that the university should inspect and 
approve off-campus student housing. A high percent (86.3) of the off-
campus students did report a need for the university to provide a 
listing of available off-campus accommodations for students seeking 
housing off campus. The occurrence of problems in living accommodations 
was reported to be low — sound proofing (31.9 percent), heat (26.6 
percent) and electrical wiring (20.0 percent) were the most frequently 
noted problems. Ninety-two and six tenths percent of the students had a 
telephone in their residence. 
Location in Ames 
The highest concentration of off-campus students were located 
immediately south and west of the university campus. Thirty-eight and 
one-tenth percent of the students lived north of Lincoln Way and west of 
the university. Thirty-one and five tenths percent of the students lived 
south of Lincoln Way and east of Beach Avenue. Twenty-three percent of 
the students lived north of Lincoln Way and east of the university. Few 
students (6.3 percent) lived south of Lincoln Way and east of Beach 
Avenue. 
Distance from campus 
A total of 50.2 percent of the off-caucus students lived within five 
blocks of the university. The mean distance students lived from campus 
was 10.87 blocks. Students living in the northeast section of Ames lived 
the greatest distance from campus, while students living in the southwest 
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section of Ames lived closest to campus. Generally, the further a student 
lived from campus the better were his living conditions. 
Transportation used to get to campus 
More freshmen (62.2 percent) and sophomores (58.4 percent) walked 
to campus than juniors (47.9 percent) or seniors (43.9 percent). A 
greater percentage of seniors (47.4 percent) drove their own cars to campus 
than did underclassmen. Distance from campus had an effect upon the 
method of transportation most frequently used to get to caucus. Students 
who walked to campus lived a mean distance of 2.92 blocks from campus 
while students who drove their own cars lived a mean distance of 21.15 
blocks. Definite traffic patterns in the university area were observed. 
Method of locating place of residence 
Friends were the most frequent source of help (30.8 percent) in 
locating a place to live. The Residence Department's housing list was 
mentioned by 20.8 percent and newspapers by 15.6 percent of the off-campus 
students. 
Reasons students selected to live where they did 
The most frequently mentioned reasons students gave for selecting 
to live in their place of residence (20.1 percent) were centered around 
economy. Other frequently listed responses included "close to the 
university," "attractive" and "good facilities". 
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Costs 
Annual costs 
The mean costs of attending Iowa State University for the 1966-67 
academic year was $1,305 for in-state students and $1,838 for out-of-state 
students. The overall mean total was $1,392. 
Rent 
The mean rent for off-campus students who did not live with their 
parents was reported to be $34.03. Thirty-eight and one tenth percent of 
the off-campus students reported their rent as unreasonably high or high 
but not unreasonable. Forty and seven tenths percent of the students 
reported their rents were about the right amount. Mean rent figures 
charged for accommodations in good, fair or poor conditions indicated 
that the condition of rental properties made little difference in the 
amount of rent charged. 
Board 
A mean board cost of $38.48 was reported by off-campus students who 
did not live with their parents. The data revealed that 73.1 percent of 
the students who lived off campus ate their meals where they lived. It 
appeared most of the students cooked for themselves. Thirteen and six 
tenths percent of the off-campus students ate in restaurants or cafes. 
Percent of costs students paid 
Data showed the majority of the students paid over one-half of their 
own college expenses. Thirty-three and one tenth percent of the students 
reported they paid all of their own college expenses. 
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Student employment 
The precent of students who did not work while enrolled in college 
was 62.6 percent. Ames merchants or retailers and the university were the 
most frequently mentioned employers of students. 
Financial assistance 
Figures indicated that 24.5 percent of the off-campus students had 
received scholarships or grants from the university. Over one-half (55.5 
percent) of the off-campus students had not incurred debts for college 
expenses. 
Ranking of residences by estimated cost 
Seventy-eight and one tenth percent of the off-campus students 
reported that living off-campus was the least expensive place to live, 
residence halls the next least expensive and fraternities the most 
expensive place to live. 
Acquaintances 
Number of friends 
Freshmen reported they had made a higher mean number of new friends 
(8.91) than students in the other three classes. The overall mean number 
of new close friends as made by off-campus students during the year was 
5.39. The approximated number of ISD students that off-campus students 
knew by name was a mean of 103.35. 
Female friends 
One-fourth of the off-campus students reported they had no close 
friends of the opposite sex. The mean number reported was 3.54. Figures 
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showed that 62.7 percent of the off-campus students were not attached to 
any one girl. 
Dating patterns 
A high percentage (54.5) of the off-campus students reported they 
had had no dates with ISTJ coeds during the month preceding the study. It 
was also reported by 44.8 percent of the off-campus students that they had 
not dated a non-ISO coed during the previous month. A total of 38.7 
percent of the off-campus male students had not dated either ISU coeds or 
non-ISU coeds during the previous month; therefore, they had not dated 
during the previous month. Dating patterns among female residence groups 
indicated that 66.6 percent of the off-campus male students had not dated 
an ISU off-campus female student during the current school year. Fifty 
and nine tenths percent of the off-campus male students had not dated an 
ISU residence hall woman and 76.3 percent had not dated an ISU sorority 
woman during the academic year. Dates were most frequently entertained at 
movies (38.4 percent) or in students' apartments or rooms (20.1 percent). 
Male friends 
Students had an average of 10.56 close friends of the same sex at 
ISU. 
Roommates 
Twenty-seven and four tenths percent of the off-campus students 
reported that they lived alone or had no roommates. The mean number of 
roommates reported by all off-campus students was 1.26. The largest 
percent (25.3) of the students said they met their roommates when they 
269 
moved into their present living accommodations. Twenty-three percent of 
the off-campus students responded that they had known their roommates 
before entering ISU. Residence halls provided a meeting place for 12.4 
percent of the students. 
Faculty 
Seniors reported a greater mean number of faculty and staff members 
who knew them by name (13.71) than juniors (9.42), sophomores (8.16) or 
freshmen (7.72). Few students (3.0 percent) reported no faculty or staff 
menters knew them by name. 
Student Activities, Use of Time, Use of University Facilities 
Student activities 
High school Athletics and school or departmental clubs were 
reported as being the most popular high school activities. 
College A sharp decrease in activity participation was noted 
between high school and college in all activities except school or 
departmental clubs. A total of 43.5 percent of the off-campus students 
participated in a school or departmental club at college while 32.1 percent 
of all off-campus students participated in varsity or intramural athletics. 
Seventy-six and eight tenths percent of the off-campus population had not 
participated in any intramurals during the current school year. The most 
popular intramural sport was basketball, followed by football. 
Ad eg uatenes s of social events Fifty-six and eight tenths percent 
of the students believed there were adequate social events available to 
the off-campus student. 
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Need for the off-campus center Sixty-two percent of the off-caucus 
students felt there was a need for an off-campus center, and 60.3 percent 
reported they would frequent an off-campus center if it were established. 
Leisure time activities The most frequently mentioned leisure time 
activities were sports (15.0 percent), dating (11.5 percent) and television 
(11.2 percent). Leisure time was most frequently spent in the students' 
residences. Almost eighty percent of the off-campus students reported they 
had drunk beer before they were twenty-one years of age. 
Cars A steady increase in the ownership of cars was noted from the 
freshmen through the senior year. Two-thirds of all off-campus students 
owned cars and 57.6 percent of the students had cars with them in Ames. 
Thirty-nine and seven tenths percent of all off-campus students had 
received a traffic ticket from the university police during the school year. 
The percent of students who had cars in Ames increased in relation to the 
distance students lived from the campus. 
Use of time 
Church A total of 45.7 percent of the off-campus students reported 
that they did not attend church at college. Mean figures showed that 
students attended church 1.63 times each month. 
Weekends A total of 29.6 percent of the off-campus students 
reported they did not spend any weekends away from Ames. Fewer seniors 
left Ames during the weekends than did underclassmen. 
Study The average number of hours studied each week was reported 
to be 22.95 hours. By far the largest percentage of students (77.1 percent) 
studied in their room, apartment or residences. 
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Sleep The average number of hours slept each day by off-campus 
students was 7.26 hours. 
Communication media The "Iowa State Daily" was read by 92.6 percent 
of the off-campus students on a regular basis. Other newspapers were read 
by 73.1 percent of the students. Fifty-two percent of the students read 
magazines on a regular basis, while 71.7 percent listened to radios and 
40.2 percent watched television. 
Use of university facilities 
Library Thirty percent of the off-campus students reported they 
did not spend any time in the library. The mean number of hours spent in 
the library each week by off-cançus students was 4.88. 
Memorial Union Little time was reported as being spent in the 
Memorial Union. Few differences were observed among the four academic 
classes and the amount of time spent in the Memorial Union. 
Beyer Gymnasium A high percent (70.7) of the students reported 
they spent no time in Beyer Gymnasium other than class time. 
Health Clinic and Hospital Most students (89.0 percent) reported 
that they were seldom ill, although most students had used the services of 
the ISU Health Clinic or Hospital during their stay at the university. 
Counseling Service The services of the Student Counseling Service 
had been used by 30.8 percent of the off-campus students. The persons 
most frequently reported as consulted on academic problems were instructors, 
friends or roommates. Personal problems were most frequently discussed 
with roommates or friends (42.2 percent). The most frequently acknowledged 
problems of off-campus students were academic (40.1 percent), financial 
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(31.2 percent), girlfriend (21.5 percent) and vocational choice (17.7 
percent). 
Ward System 
Few students were members of the Ward System (7.6 percent) and few 
students indicated they would care to join the Ward System (11.8 percent). 
Thirteen and one tenth percent of the off-campus population had belonged 
to the Ward System at one time but were no longer members. Sixty and 
three tenths percent of the off-campus students indicated they had no 
desire to become members of the Ward System. Only 6.1 percent of the off-
campus population had not heard of the Ward System. 
Ward sponsored social events appeared to provide very few off-campus 
students with a social outlet. Only 7.6 percent of the off-campus students 
were members of the Ward System and only 67.5 percent of the students who 
were members participated in Ward System sponsored social events. 
Few off-campus students considered the Ward System to be a 
representative voice of the off-campus students (16.2 percent). 
A higher percent of Ward System members (77.5 percent) and former 
members (76.8 percent) and students who would like to be members (79.0 
percent) felt a need for an off-campus center than those students who had 
no desire to be members (52.7 percent). 
In general, little differences occurred between students who were 
members of the Ward System and students who were not members of the Ward 
System. 
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Attitudes and Perceptions 
Satisfaction with ISU 
A very high percent (84.8) of the off-campus students reported that 
they were satisfied with Iowa State University. Only 12.5 percent of the 
off-campus students suggested that they were not satisfied. 
Restrictions 
A total of 39.4 percent of the off-campus students felt the 
university placed too many restrictions on student freedoms. That opinion 
increased as students progressed through the university. Fifty-eight and 
seven tenths percent of the students did not feel there were too many 
restrictions. Areas most frequently mentioned as being too restricted 
included student conduct and behavior off campus, living quarters and 
women's hours. 
Perceptions of other off-campus students 
Information provided from a series of questions contained in the 
questionnaire showed that off-campus students perceived fraternity men 
differently than they did residence hall men. Off-caiq)us students 
perceived fraternity members as having more social opportunities than 
themselves and as having greater opportunities to participate in campus 
activities. It was also shown that off-campus students felt they had a 
more independent type personality than fraternity men or residence hall 
men. Few students agreed with the statement that fraternity men and 
residence hall men were more socially adept than off-campus students. 
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Reasons for attending ISU 
Reasons of economy composed 16.4 percent of the reasons given for 
attending Iowa State University. Iowa State's reputation and the 
reputations of its colleges were also frequently mentioned as the reasons 
for attending Iowa State. 
Reasons for living off campus 
A combination of answers given by 19.2 percent of the off-campus 
students included independence, freedom, privacy and no university 
regulations. Another 19.2 percent of the students mentioned the 
unavailability of other living accommodations. Other reasons included 
economy (16.6 percent) and a dislike for living in the residence halls 
(14.7 percent). 
Advantages to living off campus 
The responses that were listed with greatest frequency as 
advantages to living off campus included independence and freedom which 
made up 31.9 percent of the total responses and economy which made up 
21.3 percent. 
Disadvantages to living off campus 
Distance from campus and the inconvenience composed the largest 
category of reported disadvantages (20.5 percent). Other disadvantages 
included the difficulty of meeting people (16.9 percent) and being left 
out of social events (15.8 percent). 
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Suggestions for improvement of ISU 
Off-cançus students suggested 42 responses for the improvement of 
ISU with a frequency of three or more times. One hundred and three 
miscellaneous suggestions were also designated. Less university regula­
tion of students and more student freedom and responsibility was suggested 
as an improvement by 34 students. Improvement of the boy-girl ratio, 
creation of a more relaxed atmosphere and recruitment of a better faculty 
were other frequently mentioned suggestions for the improvement of Iowa 
State University. 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
O F  S C I E N C E  A N D  T E C H N O L O G Y  
Ames .  Iowa  500 i0  
O P P l c e  O P  T H E  
D E A N  O F  S T U D E N T S  May, 1967 
Dear Off-Campus Student: 
The enclosed questionnaire is a part of a Ph.D. research 
project designed to provide information and recommendations 
for improving the conditions for off-campus students. 
A11 information wi11 be treated as strictly confidential 
by the research investigator and will not become any part 
of your record. Each return envelope has been numbered to 
determine which inventories have been returned. The return 
envelope will be discarded as soon as the questionnaire is 
returned. 
Your answers are important and needed to provide an adequate 
analysis. Thank you for your cooperation. 
Sincerelj^ours, 
Lee Christensen 
Graduate Assistant 
LC:mh 
Enclosure 
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Ques tionnaire 
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Instructions for answering questionnaire: Indicate answer by check (V) when choice of 
answer is given, by number when numerical response is indicated, or by word or words when 
questions are open ended. 
Background Information: 
1. Year in college: Fr Soph Jr Sr . 2. Age . 3. Age at expected date of 
graduation . 4. College: Ag Eng H.Ec S&H Vet 5. Sex: M F 
6. Cumulative gradepoint . 7. Credit hours currently taking , 8. Number quarters 
attended ISU . 9. Number quarters lived off campus . 10. Current standing with 
military service . 11. Hometown data: size distance from Ames 
state country . 12. Where do your parents live? on a farm 
in town . 13. Do you live in Ames with your parents? yes no . 14. Do you plan to 
graduate this quarter? yes no . 14a. Are you a fraternity member? yes no . 
Living Accommodations: 
15. Describe the structure in which you live: single dwelling unit , duplex , rooming 
house , apartment house , trailer , other 
16. Describe the location of your living accommodations within a building: basement , 
walkout basement , first floor , second floor , third floor , fourth floor or 
above 
17. Describe the location of your place of residence in Ames: north of Lincoln Way and 
west of the university , north of Lincoln Way and east of the university , south 
of Lincoln Way and west of Beach Ave , south of Lincoln Way and east of Beach Ave 
18. How many blocks do you live from cany us? 
19. Which of the following methods of transportation do you most frequently use to get to 
campus? walk , bicycle , motorcycle or motors coo ter , drive own car , ride 
in car with friend , hitchhike , other (specify) 
20. How many other people live in the same building as you? . 
21. How many quarters, while at ISU, have you lived: in the Men's Residence Association? 
, in a fraternity? . 
22. How many mailing addresses have you had: at ISU during this year? while at ISU? 
23. Is there a telephone in your residence? yes no . If yes, with how many other 
people is it shared? 
24. How did you find the place in which you are living? . 
25. What is the main reason you selected to live in your present room or apartment? 
26. Which of the following would best describe the over-all condition of the premises in 
which you live? excellent , good , fair , poor , very undesirable 
27. What is your opinion of the premises in which you live? satisfied and plan to re­
main , satisfied but plan to move , unsatisfied but plan to remain , unsatis­
fied and plan to move . 
28. Which of the following could be said about the premises in which you live? have insect 
problem , have sanitation problem , poor plumbing , premises would probably not 
pass strict inspection for fire safety , inadequate heat regulation , inadequate 
electrical wiring , inadequately soundproofed , poor ventilation , too few win­
dows , bothersome neighbors 
29. Do you feel there is a need for the university to inspect and approve student housing? 
yes , no 
30. If you were to start to college again as an ISU freshman, where would you choose to 
live? off campus , residence halls , fraternity . 
Costs : 
31. How much do you pay for board each month? . 
32. How much do you pay for rent each month? (your share) 
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33. Considering the living accommodations you now rent, do you feel your rent is? 
unreasonably high ; high, but not unreasonably so ; about the right amount ; 
would pay more, if necessary, for the same accommodations . 
34. How much do you estimate it costs you to attend ISU for three quarters? . 
35. What percent of your college costs are you personally paying? 
35. Rank the following residences according to your estimate of their cost of living. 
(l=most expensive, 2=middle, 3=least expensive) off campus , residence halls , 
fraternities 
37. Have you ever received a scholarship, or grant (other than a loan) from ISU? yes , 
no 
38. If is has been necessary for you to borrow money for college expenses, from what 
sources have you borrowed? 
39. How much money do you presently owe that was incurred for college expenses? 
40. If employed, how many hours do you work per week? . Where do you work? 
Acquaintances: 
41. How many roommates do you now have? . 
42. How many different roommates have you had since coming to ISU? 
43. Where did you meet your present roommate(s)? (fill in a blank for each) 
1 .  2 .  
3. 4. 
44. How many close friends do you have at ISU: of the same sex? of the opposite sex? 
45. How many new close friends have you made this school year? 
46. Approximately how many ISU students can you speak to by name (first or last) when you 
meet them on campus? 
47. How many ISU faculty or staff members know you well enough to speak to you by name? 
48. Are you currently? married , engaged , pinned , going steady , unattached 
49. If you are married, engaged, pinned, or going steady, is this person attending ISU , 
attending another college , attending high school , working in Ames , working 
other than in Ames ? 
50. How many dates have you had during the past month? with ISU coeds , with other than 
ISU coeds . 
51. How many different girls have you dated during the last month? . 
52. How many of the following ISU women have you dated this school year? off-campus women 
, residence hall women , sorority women . 
53. Where do you most frequently entertain a date? 
Activities and Use of Time: 
54. On the average, how often do you attend church each month at college? 
55. On the average, how many hours per week do you study? . 
55. Where do you usually study? . 
57. How much sleep do you average every 24 hours? . 
58. Where do you eat the majority of your meals? 
59. On the average, how many weekends per month do you spend away from Ames? . 
60. Which of the following were you a member of during high school? athletic team , 
musical group , honor society , school or departmental club , theater group , 
publication staff . 
51. Which of the following have you been a member of while in college? varsity or intra­
mural team , musical group , honor society , school or departmental club , 
theater group , publication staff 
62. In which of the following intramurals have you participated this school year? 
football , basketball , volleyball , baseball , swimming , other sports , 
have not participated in intramurals . 
63. How do you think you would rank as a chairman of an activity or work project? in the 
top 10% , in the upper 25% , in the upper 50% , in the lower 50% 
64. To how many orgainzations of over 10 members do you belong? 
55. In the organizations to which you belong, which best describes you? not very active ; 
a reliable member, but not likely to hold a postition of importance ; active, and 
usually hold position of leadership . 
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66. Which of the following do you read or watch on a regular basis? Iowa State Daily , 
other daily newspapers , popular magazines , radio , television 
67. Are there adequate social events available to the off-campus student? yes , no 
68. What leisure time activity takes up most of your time spent away from studies? 
69. On the average, how many hours per week do you spend in: the library , the Beyer 
Gymnasium (other than class time) , The Memorial Union , a church center 
70. There has been some talk about establishing a center where off-campus students could 
meet, have recreation, and hold social functions. Do you feel there is a need for 
such a center? yes , no . 
71. Would you frequent a center as outlined above? yes , no . 
72. Do you think the university should take steps to establish a center as described above? 
yes , no . 
73. Where do you and your friends most frequently get together to spend leisure time? 
Other Vital Information: 
74. How many different times have you dropped out of college since starting as a freshman? 
75. How many quarters (not counting summer quarters) have you spent away from college since 
first starting as a freshman? . 
76. How often have you seriously considered quitting college? never , once , occasion­
ally , frequently . 
77. How many quarters have you been on temporary enrollment at ISU? , 
78. Name other colleges you have attended . 
79. Since starting to college, how often have you changed: your curriculum , your future 
vocational plans . 
80. What do you plan to do when you finish college? 
81. What type of job do you feel you will eventually take? 
82. When did you first consider entering college? 
83. If you were to enter college now, would you? choose the same curriculum here , 
choose the same curriculum in another college , choose another curriculum here , 
choose another curriculum in another college , not enter college 
84. Describe your health since coming to college: seldom ill , occasionally ill , 
frequently ill , have had to drop out of college at least once because of illness . 
85. How many times have you used the services of the ISU Health Clinic or Hospital? . 
86. Have you ever used the services of the Student Counseling Service? yes , no . 
87. Would you recommend the Counseling Service to other students? yes , no 
88. Whom do you usually consult when you find an academic problem hard to understand? 
89. When a difficult personal problem is bothering you, with whom do you usually talk it 
over?_ . 
90. Which of the following has caused you difficulty this school year? academic problems 
, financial problems , difficulty with parents , difficulty with roommate—, 
difficulty with friend , difficulty with friend other than rooiranate , difficulty 
with girlfriend , difficulty with landlord , vocational choice problems , per­
sonality problem , a problem other than listed above , no special problems 
91. How far did your father go in school? (list highest year or diploma) . 
92. If your father attended college, where did he live? off campus , in a fraternity , 
in residence halls . 
93. How far did your mother go in school? (list highest year or diploma) . 
94. If your mother attended college, where did she live? off campus , in a sorority , 
in residence halls . 
95. How much do you estimate your father earns in annual income? . 
96. How much independence did your parents allow you while in high school? practically 
none , quite restrictive , quite lenient , as much as I wanted 
97. If you are over 21 years old, did you drink beer before vou were 21 years old? no ; 
yes, but very infrequently ; yes, occasionally—; yes, frequently 
98. If you are under 21 years of age, have you drunk beer? no ; yes, but very infre­
quently ; yes, occasionally ; yes, frequently . 
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. 99. Check the following that apply to you: own a car , have a car in Ames , have 
received a traffic ticket from the university police this school year . 
100. Describe the general pattern of your gradepoint since living off campus: has not 
changed significantly , has improved , has decreased , has been erratic . 
101. Do you feel the university places too many restrictions on student freedom? yes , 
no . 
102. If yes, which areas are too restricted? (try to be specific) 
103. Which of the following has been your experience with the Ward System? am currently 
a member ; have been a member at one time, but am not now a member ; have heard 
of the Ward System and would like to become a member ; have heard of the Ward Sys­
tem but have no desire to become a member ; have never heard of the Ward System 
104. Do you feel the Ward System is a representative voice of the off-campus student? 
yes , no . 
105. Have you ever attended a Ward-sponsored social event? yes , ho 
106. To which of the following statements would you agree if stated about students living 
off campus? (check only those with which you agree) 
They have fewer opportunities to meet ISU coeds than fraternity men. 
They have fewer opportunities to meet ISU coeds than residence hall men. 
They have fewer opportunities to participate in campus activities than fraternity 
men. 
They have fewer opportunities to participate in campus activities than residence 
hall men. 
They are generally satisfied with living off campus. 
They have a more independent type personality than fraternity men. 
They have a more independent type personality than residence hall men. 
They are generally less interested in participating in campus activities than 
fraternity men. 
They are generally less interested in participating in campus activities than 
residence hall men. 
Most would like to date more than they do at present. 
They are less socially adept than fraternity men. 
They are less socially adept than residence hall men. 
107. Do you feel there is a need for the university to provide a listing of available off-
campus accommodations to students seeking housing? yes , no . 
108. How would you rate vour overall satisfaction with ISU? satisfied , unsatisfied 
109. What is the main reason you came to ISU? 
110. What was the main reason that first caused you to live off campus? 
111. List what you feel are the two greatest advantages to living off campus. 
1. • 
2 .  
112. List what you feel are the two greatest disadvantages to living off campus. 
1.  
2 .  : 
113. In what one way would you like to see ISU improved? (try to be specific) 
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Follow-up Postcard 
Dean of Students Office 
Iowa State University 
Dear Student: 
According to my records I have not yet received your 
response to the questionnaire mailed to you concerning the 
off-campus student. In order to obtain a significant 
statistical study, each reply is extremely important. I 
urge you to spend the few minutes necessary to complete 
and mail the questionnaire. Your reply is needed. 
Lee Christensen 
Assistant 
